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Abstract 
‘Resilient Melbourne’ (RM) and ‘Resilient Sydney’ (RS) are City Resilience Strategies (100RC, 
2017) developed to prepare cities for climate change impacts and other ‘shocks’ and ‘stresses’. 
Through an environmental justice (EJ) lens, this research examines the 100RC’s City Resilience 
Framework (CRF) and the RM and RS strategy-development processes and resulting actions and 
priorities. A qualitative comparative methodology using document analysis and in-depth 
interviewing of 18 individuals found that limited consideration of embedded power structures in 
the CRF prevents underlying drivers of risk and vulnerability from being addressed; as such, the 
resulting actions of a procedurally-unjust strategy-development process will be distributively 
unjust. In one city, the need to gain legitimacy in a complex metropolitan governance system 
was a driver of the strategy-development process that was procedurally just. This research 
contributes the first EJ analysis of the CRF, the first comparative analysis of 100RC member 
cities, the first EJ analysis of a developed nation’s CRS and the first academic attention of any 
sort to RS. 
  
3 
 
Acknowledgements 
First and foremost, I would like to thank my supervisor Professor David Schlosberg for his 
encouragement, guidance, advice and feedback both this and last year. David’s admiration from 
interviewees likely helped me to reach the incredible people I did. 
Secondly, a special thank you to the Sydney Environment Institute for the Honours Fellowship, 
which enabled me to complete my interviews face to face in Melbourne and attend incredible 
conferences. I really enjoyed the lunchtime study breaks with the SEI folk, team lunches at the 
‘Branch Office’, support from our ‘honours mum’ Anastasia Mortimer and the Deputy Director 
Michelle St Anne.  
Thank you to the other fellows Anja and Patrick for putting up with me, for being great friends 
and for keeping me motivated for early morning boot camps.  
I would also like to thank my family, the Simyo clan, and our newest little addition Archie, 
particularly my wonderful mother who gave me extremely useful pointers along the way and 
painstakingly read over my final thesis, thank you VERY much!  
Finally, my partner Jarrah. I am sorry about being a stress-head at numerous points, for never 
having the same day off and for boring you at midnight with one-sided rants, when we finally 
have time to see each other. Thanks for all the yummy home cooked dinners.   
4 
 
Table of Contents  
Contents 
Declaration....................................................................................................................................... 1 
Abstract ............................................................................................................................................ 2 
Acknowledgements ......................................................................................................................... 3 
Table of Contents ............................................................................................................................ 4 
List of Figures .................................................................................................................................. 9 
List of Tables ................................................................................................................................... 9 
Abbreviations ................................................................................................................................ 10 
Introduction ................................................................................................................................... 11 
Research Problem ...................................................................................................................... 11 
Research Findings and Significance .......................................................................................... 12 
Environmental Justice in 100RC CRF.................................................................................... 13 
First Comparison of Any Two Strategies ............................................................................... 13 
First EJ Analysis of RM and RS ............................................................................................. 13 
First research of any sort on RS.............................................................................................. 14 
Chapter 1: Background and Literature .......................................................................................... 16 
1.1 Resilience ............................................................................................................................. 16 
1.1.1 Resilience Overview ...................................................................................................... 16 
1.1.2 Rockefeller Foundation’s 100 Resilient Cities .............................................................. 18 
1.2 Environmental Justice .......................................................................................................... 18 
5 
 
1.2.1 Global Environmental Justice ........................................................................................ 18 
1.2.2 Environmental Justice in the Australian Context .......................................................... 19 
1.2.3 Environmental Justice Theoretical Framework ............................................................. 20 
1.3 Intersection between environmental justice, climate adaptation and resilience .................. 22 
1.3.1 Urban Resilience and Vulnerability .............................................................................. 23 
1.3.2 Climate Adaptation and Environmental Justice ............................................................ 23 
1.3.3 Resilience and Environmental Justice ........................................................................... 25 
1.4 Research on Australia’s Resilient Cities .............................................................................. 26 
1.5 Demographics, Governance and Environment of Sydney and Melbourne .................... 27 
1.6 Chapter Summary ................................................................................................................ 30 
Chapter 2: Methodology and Methods .......................................................................................... 31 
2.1 Selection of Cases ................................................................................................................ 31 
2.2 Document Analysis .............................................................................................................. 31 
2.3 Semi-structured Interviews .................................................................................................. 32 
2.3.1 Sampling ........................................................................................................................ 32 
2.3.2 Data Collection .............................................................................................................. 32 
2.3.3 Interviews Ethics ........................................................................................................... 33 
2.4 Strengths and Limitations of the Method ............................................................................. 33 
2.5 Chapter Summary ................................................................................................................ 34 
Chapter 3 – Resilient Melbourne and Resilient Sydney ................................................................ 35 
3.1 About 100 Resilient Cities ................................................................................................... 35 
6 
 
3.2 Phases of the Strategy Process ............................................................................................. 36 
3.3 Resilient Melbourne ............................................................................................................. 39 
3.3.1 Phase 1 ........................................................................................................................... 39 
3.3.2 Phase 2 ........................................................................................................................... 40 
3.3.3 Phase 3 ........................................................................................................................... 42 
3.4 Resilient Sydney .................................................................................................................. 44 
3.4.1 Phase 1 ........................................................................................................................... 44 
3.4.2 Phase 2 ........................................................................................................................... 45 
3.4.3 Phase 3 ........................................................................................................................... 46 
Chapter 4: Thematic Analysis of Environmental Justice themes .................................................. 48 
4.1 The 100 Resilient Cities City Resilience Framework .......................................................... 48 
4.1.1 Procedural Justice .......................................................................................................... 48 
4.1.2 Distributive Justice ........................................................................................................ 49 
4.1.3 Applying the 100RC City Resilience Framework ......................................................... 51 
4.2 Environmental Justice in the Strategies ............................................................................... 51 
4.2.1 Resilient Sydney ............................................................................................................ 51 
4.2.2 Resilient Melbourne ...................................................................................................... 58 
4.3 Comparison Between RS and RM ....................................................................................... 62 
4.3.1 Commonalities Between RS and RM ............................................................................ 62 
4.3.2 Differences Between RM and RS .................................................................................. 63 
4.4 Chapter Summary ................................................................................................................ 64 
7 
 
Chapter 5 Procedural Justice in the Strategies .............................................................................. 65 
5.1 Resilient Sydney: Legitimacy Through Engagement .......................................................... 65 
5.2 Participation in Resilient Sydney ......................................................................................... 67 
5.2.1 Who was Included? ....................................................................................................... 68 
5.2.2 Who was Missing? ........................................................................................................ 70 
5.2.3 Engagement with Indigenous People ............................................................................ 71 
5.3 Participation in Resilient Melbourne ................................................................................... 74 
5.3.1 Who was Included? ....................................................................................................... 74 
5.3.2 Who was Missing? ........................................................................................................ 75 
5.4 Power Structures in the Strategy Process and the City ........................................................ 77 
Chapter 6: Distributive Justice in the Strategies ............................................................................ 81 
6.1 Conceptualising Distributive Justice .................................................................................... 81 
6.2 Urban Heat and Vulnerability .............................................................................................. 82 
6.3 The Unjust Accumulation of Waste and Pollution .............................................................. 84 
6.4 Access to Transport to Address Injustices ...................................................................... 86 
6.5 Chapter Summary ........................................................................................................... 87 
Chapter 7 - Conclusion .................................................................................................................. 88 
7.1 Key Contributions and Findings .......................................................................................... 88 
7.1.1 Environmental Justice in the 100RC CRF ..................................................................... 88 
7.1.2 Procedural justice .......................................................................................................... 88 
7.1.3 Distributive justice ......................................................................................................... 89 
8 
 
7.2 Overall Findings in the Context of the Literature ................................................................ 89 
7.3 Limitations of the Research ................................................................................................. 91 
7.4 Implications for Future Research ......................................................................................... 91 
7.5 Some Final Words ................................................................................................................ 93 
References ..................................................................................................................................... 95 
Appendices .................................................................................................................................. 107 
Appendix A: Documents Chosen for Analysis ........................................................................ 107 
Appendix B: Research Interview Themes and Questions ........................................................ 108 
Appendix C: List of Interviewees and Reference Codes ......................................................... 111 
Appendix D: Definitions of Stages and Methods in the CRS Development Process .............. 113 
Appendix E: The Five Directions in the Resilient Sydney Strategy ........................................ 115 
Appendix F: Thematic Analysis of Resilient Sydney Strategy................................................ 116 
Appendix G: Thematic Analysis of Resilient Melbourne Strategy ......................................... 132 
Appendix H: Community and Stakeholder Engagement Inputs .............................................. 148 
 
  
9 
 
List of Figures  
 
Figure 1: Greater Sydney’s three metropolis cities, as identified by Greater Sydney Commission 
and adopted by RS (RS, 2018, p.43) ............................................................................................. 28 
Figure 2: Greater Melbourne’s five subregions, as identified by Plan Melbourne (Vic Gov, 2014) 
and adopted by RM (CoM, 2015) (p.6). ........................................................................................ 29 
Figure 3: Phase 1 of the City Resilience Strategy Process (Lipper, 2016) .................................... 36 
Figure 4: Rockefeller Foundation's CRF developed by ARUP (da Silva & Morera, 2015) ......... 37 
Figure 5: Phases 2 and 3 of the CRS Process (Lipper, 2016) ........................................................ 38 
Figure 6: the three types of actions in the RM Strategy, indicating whether they are being 
initiated (flagship), strengthened (supporting) or promoted (aligned) by the RM team (RM, 2016, 
p.3) ................................................................................................................................................. 41 
Figure 7: RM actions (RM, 2016, p.59) ........................................................................................ 43 
Figure 8: RS’s five directions and 35 actions (RS, 2018, p.17-18) ............................................... 47 
Figure 9: Vulnerability of residents to extreme heat events (RM, 2016, p.52) ............................. 61 
 
List of Tables 
Table 1: Justice Themes Relevant to Distributive and Procedural Justice .................................... 20 
Table 2: RM's acute shocks and chronic stresses (RM, 2016) ...................................................... 40 
Table 3 RS's acute shocks and chronic stresses (RS, 2018) .......................................................... 45 
 
  
10 
 
Abbreviations  
100RC – 100 Resilient Cities 
ABS – Australian Bureau of Statistics 
ATSI – Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander  
CALD – Culturally and Linguistically Diverse  
CMGS – Complex Metropolitan Governance Structure  
CRF – City Resilience Framework 
CRO – Chief Resilience Officer 
CRS – City Resilience Strategy  
DCRO – Deputy Chief Resilience Officer  
EJ – Environmental Justice 
GSC – Greater Sydney Commission  
LGA – Local Government Area 
MCC – Moreland City Council  
MSSI – Melbourne Sustainable Society Institute  
MUFS – Metropolitan Urban Forest Strategy 
NGO – Non-government Organisation 
NSW – New South Wales  
PRA – Preliminary Resilience Assessment  
RM – Resilient Melbourne 
RS – Resilient Sydney  
SRC – Sydney Resilience Commitment  
STEM – Science, Technology, Engineering and Maths   
UHIE – Urban Heat Island Effect 
11 
 
Introduction 
A chain is only as strong as its weakest link and so if you have a community that’s 
really vulnerable, you haven’t got a resilient city, have you? (Melb6) 
Research Problem 
Climate change is occurring, it is human-induced, and we are already seeing its impacts. Given 
projections that 60% of the global population will live in urban areas by 2030, attention to the 
impact of climate change on cities is growing (United Nations, 2016). Increasingly, cities are 
developing mitigation and adaptation solutions independent of buy-in from their national 
governments. Sydney and Melbourne are preparing for climate change, as well as other ‘shocks’ 
and ‘stresses’, by, among other initiatives, becoming member cities to the 100 Resilient Cities 
(100RC) Network (100RC [100 Resilient Cities], 2017).  
As part of a city’s membership to the 100RC Network, a ‘city resilience strategy’ (CRS) is 
developed through collaboration with community members, community organisations, 
government institutions and private sector organisations to prepare for the ‘shocks’ and ‘stresses’ 
facing cities – shocks and stresses that are being exacerbated by climate change, globalisation 
and urbanisation (Rodin, 2014, p.4). Melbourne was a ‘first wave’ city, meaning it was one of 
the first global cities to take part, releasing their Resilient Melbourne (RM) Strategy in May 
2016 (RM [Resilient Melbourne], 2016). Resilient Sydney (RS) was a ‘second wave city’, 
releasing their Strategy in July 2018 (RS [Resilient Sydney], 2018). 
Ideally, these CRSs will influence planning trajectories and improve the lives of Sydneysiders 
and Melburnians; however certain individuals and communities are more vulnerable to risks than 
others. A city’s shocks and stresses disproportionately impact particular communities and these 
communities are often not adequately considered or engaged in decision-making processes. 
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Since the 1960s, the environmental justice (EJ) movement and literature has been concerned 
with such issues of justice, particularly in cities – including responses to shocks and stresses. EJ 
seeks to understand these phenomena, and through an EJ lens, these disproportionate impacts 
and the exclusion/inclusion of groups can be better understood. 
This thesis therefore aims to assess how EJ has been incorporated into the 100RC City 
Resilience Framework (CRF) – the lens through which a city’s resilience can be understood – 
and describe the processes by which the RM and RS Strategies have been developed along with 
the actions and priorities resulting from those processes. This thesis does not address the 
implementation phase of the Strategies. 
To achieve this, a qualitative comparative study was conducted focussing on the RM and RS 
strategies and the processes by which they were developed. Data sources used were the strategies 
themselves (and associated documents) along with transcripts of face-to-face semi-structured 
interviews with 18 people from Sydney and Melbourne involved in the development of the 
strategies.  
Research Findings and Significance 
The development of CRSs is new in the Australian context. The term ‘resilience’ was being used 
in the fields of ecology and psychology before being taken up by the political and urban planning 
discourses. The 100RC initiative emerged in 2012, spurring an increase in the use of the term 
‘resilient cities’ and there are now 100 cities globally having developed, or currently developing, 
a CRS. The thesis begins by outlining the academic literature on resilience, EJ, the intersection 
between EJ, climate adaptation and resilience, and provides an overview of research on 
Australia’s resilient cities (Chapter 1). 
This research contributes to the literature in four unique ways: 
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Environmental Justice in 100RC CRF 
To date, no analysis has been undertaken on the EJ implications of the 100RC frameworks and 
tools being used on a global scale. The first contribution of this research is an analysis of the 
100RC’s CRF from an EJ perspective, through a thematic analysis of the CRF, using 
Schlosberg’s (2007) EJ framework (Chapter 4). The analysis found that while promoting 
procedural justice as a driver in a city’s resilience, the CRF provides a limited consideration of 
distributive justice and structural power imbalance. As a consequence, the CRF, when being 
implemented, may fail to pick up issues of justice, unless a procedurally-just strategy-
development process is actively adopted by the city. The exclusion of considerations of 
entrenched uneven power structures in the CRF prevents the underlying drivers of risk and 
vulnerability, various political, economic and social structures from being addressed.  
First Comparison of Any Two Strategies 
This research also contributes the first comparative analysis of two 100RC strategies, which is 
seen throughout Chapters 4, 5 and 6. This comparative analysis allowed for an understanding of 
how different processes may have resulted in differing outcomes.  
First EJ Analysis of RM and RS 
Although several authors have addressed urban resilience using an EJ lens, only one other study 
has applied an EJ lens to a 100RC member city, Medellín in Colombia (Allen et al., 2017). The 
third contribution this study makes is by providing the first EJ assessment of the 100RC strategy-
development process in a developed nation. The process is described using data from 18 face-to-
face interviews with people involved in the process (Chapter 2). 
Building on descriptions provided in Chapter 3 of the phases of the CRS development process 
and how these were applied in the RM and RS context, Chapter 5 looks at procedural justice in 
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depth and uncovers a major motivation behind the level of community engagement undertaken 
by RS: the need to gain legitimacy in a complex metropolitan governance system. It also shows 
that despite a relatively just process, through the involvement of the people most affected by the 
outcome, particular at-risk groups were under-represented, including young people, people from 
culturally and linguistically diverse (CALD) backgrounds, volunteer organisations and 
academics. While RM engaged extensively with councils, academics and social and emergency 
services, limited direct engagement with the community may have limited the extent to which 
particular voices and concerns were represented in the RM Strategy. The absence of colonisation 
from the final list of shocks in the RS Strategy represents a procedurally unjust outcome; and the 
balance between gaining – but not exploiting – Indigenous knowledge is discussed in Chapter 5. 
The concluding finding of the procedural justice analysis was that the differing approaches to 
addressing procedurally unjust structural power imbalances was a major difference between RM 
and RS.  
Chapter 6 considers distributive justice in depth and shows that despite the strong awareness of 
spatial inequity across the cities, such inequity has not been operationalised in a way that it can 
be addressed through the strategies’ actions. Differential vulnerability to the risk of urban heat is 
well articulated in both strategies, yet both cities’ exclusion of accumulating waste and pollution 
as a stress could be addressed in future iterations – given their impact is unevenly distributed. 
Chapter 6 concludes by proposing that RM and RS advocate for the inclusion of procedurally 
and distributively just processes and outcomes within the initiatives of their collaborators. 
First research of any sort on RS 
RM has been the subject of research, most notably RMIT University’s assessment of the RM 
Strategy’s implementation process (Mulligan et al., 2016). No academic attention has yet been 
paid to RS, and this study, being the first analysis of RS, is the fourth contribution to the 
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literature. The RS Strategy is described in Chapter 3, while the role of EJ in the RS Strategy is 
highlighted in Chapter 4 with procedural and distributive justice examined in Chapters 5 and 6 
respectively. 
The thesis concludes by highlighting the potential implications of this research, limitations of 
this research and the opportunities for future research. 
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Chapter 1: Background and Literature 
The purpose of this Chapter is three-fold. First, to provide an overview of the current literature 
on resilience, resilient cities, vulnerability, EJ and the crucial intersections between them. 
Secondly, to highlight the gaps that have emerged in this literature. Finally, to discuss how this 
research is addressing these gaps.  
1.1 Resilience 
1.1.1 Resilience Overview 
Despite the inter-disciplinary nature of the ‘urban resilience’ field, for the sake of feasibility, the 
political science and environmental politics literatures have been the focus here, and limitations 
have been placed on the sourcing of literature in external fields.  
The concept of ‘resilience’ over the last four decades has been used predominately in relation to 
psychological and ecological resilience however, when it comes to policies and projects, 
‘resilience’ has been used in the ecosystems and disaster management space (Martin-Breen & 
Anderies, 2011).  
In the last two decades, there has been significant literature on the concept of urban resilience in 
relation to cities, although consensus is limited on the definition and scope of ‘urban resilience’ 
in this context (Martin-Breen & Anderies, 2011; Pickett et al., 2004; Stumpp, 2013). 100RC has 
defined ‘urban resilience’ as ‘the capacity of individuals, communities, institutions, businesses, 
and systems within a city to survive, adapt, and grow no matter what kinds of chronic stresses 
and acute shocks they experience’ (100RC, 2017). Sanchez et al.’s (2018) review of the 
resilience literature since the 1970s illustrates the various conceptions of the term ‘resilience’ 
and the implications of these conceptions for how resilience policies are developed and 
deployed. Although there is limited analysis on the conception of resilience adopted by 100RC, 
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Sanchez et al. (2018) notes that 100RC considers cultural and social factors; beyond mere 
physical infrastructure.  
Infrastructure and physical aspects of building resilience has dominated the urban resilience 
literature. Including the building of heat resilient buildings and solutions to the urban heat island 
effect (UHIE) (Carvalho et al., 2017; Hatvani-Kovacs et al., 2016a; Honjo et al., 2015) and 
water-related issues, including floods, droughts and extreme weather events (Agudelo-Vera et 
al.; 2012, Hordijk et al., 2014; Horne, 2016). The integration of national security, food security 
and environmental resilience is also frequently researched (Coaffee, 2008; MacMahon et al., 
2015).  
Given the presence of complex, socio-ecological interdependencies in cities (Davoudi et al., 
2012), building urban resilience requires inter- and multi-disciplinary approaches, promoting 
collaboration in research and practice (Ahern, 2011). According to Mulligan et al. (2016), the 
process of building urban resilience is an effective way of bridging the gap between existing 
policies – such as economic and community development, and biodiversity and infrastructure – 
by creating dialogue and a platform for collaboration. 
In the urban resilience literature, the role of local government figures prominently. Local 
government is in an advantageous position to build urban resilience in Australia (Struggles, 
2015) given that they are closest to the impacts of climate change.  
While there is a substantial literature on resilience, particularly in the disaster management and 
emergency response fields, research on the concept of ‘resilient cities’ is more limited.  
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1.1.2 Rockefeller Foundation’s 100 Resilient Cities 
To spur an increase in urban resilience in cities worldwide, 100RC emerged in 2013. 100RC is a 
non-profit organisation funded by the Rockefeller Foundation, working with global cities to 
develop CRS to increase cities’ preparedness for the shocks and stresses of social, economic and 
physical changes (100RC, 2017). 
To my knowledge, only two pieces of peer-reviewed literature specifically investigate a 100RC 
member’s CRS. The first is a case study of Rotterdam (Spaans et al., 2017) which introduces the 
program, how the CRF works in practice and the tools and instruments used. An analysis of the 
100RC initiative in Colombia has also been undertaken, raising concerns about the initiative’s 
effectiveness in achieving inclusivity (Allen et al., 2017).  
The lack of analysis of the EJ implications of the 100RC frameworks, and lack of a comparative 
study of 100RC strategies are the first and second gaps identified. My research will address this 
gap by undertaking an analysis of the 100RC frameworks (Chapter 4) and a comparative study of 
the strategies and development processes of RS and RM (throughout). 
1.2 Environmental Justice 
1.2.1 Global Environmental Justice 
Individuals at a disproportionate risk of exposure to environmental hazards are people of colour, 
Indigenous people and the most impoverished in society (Bryant and Mohai, 1992). The political 
discourse and movement known as ‘environmental justice’ emerged, predominantly in the U.S., 
in response to this reality, with early scholars focusing on air quality, contamination from toxins 
and other environmental ‘bads’ (Agyeman et al., 2002a; Bryant & Mohai, 1992).  
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The EJ movement has long been a ‘bottom up’ movement, led by a ‘loose alliance of grassroots 
and civil rights leaders who question the foundations of the current environmental protection 
paradigm’ (Bullard, 2001). Now, the political discourse has expanded to wider environmental 
inequalities, and the academic discipline has spread globally. Cole and Foster (2001) present the 
history of the EJ movement through the telling of stories about local communities, showing the 
movement’s potential to promote change.  
The EJ movement and its political discourse have three main components: distributive justice, 
cultural recognition and procedural equity (Schlosberg, 2007). These components are best 
illustrated through a case study, such as the analysis of the ‘Lock the Gate’ movement provided 
by Schlosberg et al. (2017). In this case, the environmental harm of the coal and coal seam gas 
mining disproportionally impacted farming and Indigenous communities (distributive justice), 
the cultural, historical and collective identity aspects of the farming communities were not 
considered (cultural recognition) and insufficient participation was sought from the community 
(procedural justice).   
EJ has emerged from the U.S., entering Australian academia and discourse; unsurprisingly, given 
Australia’s colonial past and resource dependency.    
1.2.2 Environmental Justice in the Australian Context 
EJ is not acknowledged in any legislative way in Australia, unlike in the U.S. (Lloyd-Smith & 
Bell, 2003); yet the EJ discourse in Australia is becoming increasingly prevalent in academia. 
Lloyd-Smith and Bell (2003) examine the rise of EJ in Australia, using two case studies – 
hazardous waste in Perth and in Sydney – to illustrate the inequalities, disparities and injustices 
occurring. A notable distributive and EJ analysis was undertaken of industrial air pollution 
across Australia, the first national-level quantitative EJ assessment (Chakraborty and Green, 
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2014). This analysis found that communities facing the highest levels of air pollution have the 
greatest number of Indigenous and other disadvantaged populations.  
1.2.3 Environmental Justice Theoretical Framework 
Numerous EJ frameworks have been proposed in the literature including Bullard’s (2001) EJ 
framework, Pellow’s (2016) Critical EJ studies framework, Anguelovski’s place-based urban EJ 
framework (2014) and Schlosberg’s Capabilities framework, applied to EJ based on Amartya 
Sen and Martha Nussbaum’s approach to justice (2012).  
Schlosberg’s (2004, 2007) conception of EJ was chosen for this analysis, as it extends the 
concept of justice from distributive justice and equity to include contemporary principles of 
justice that had not been adequately included in EJ theory. According to Schlosberg (2007), the 
three aspects of justice required to reconceive global EJ are the distribution of environmental risk 
and benefits [distributive justice], recognition of the diversity of the participants and experiences 
in affected communities [cultural recognition], and participation in the political processes which 
create and manage environmental policy [procedural justice]. The distributive and procedural 
aspects of EJ was chosen for this analysis.  
Table 1: Justice Themes Relevant to Distributive and Procedural Justice 
Distributive Justice Procedural Justice 
Access to the benefits to nature Access to Justice 
Protection from burdens and harms Right to Information 
Right to a clean environment Participation 
Fulfilment of basic needs Access to decision-making processes 
Rights and responsibilities Transparency 
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1.2.3.1 Distributive Justice 
The classic Rawlsian conception of justice is concerned with the fair distribution of goods in 
society (Rawls, 1971) and the ‘best principles by which to distribute those goods’ (Schlosberg, 
2007). Rawlsian conceptions of justice were expanded on and applied to the environmental 
context. Distributive justice is a principle of EJ, and is alluded to in four of the 17 ‘Principles of 
EJ’, as defined by the 1991 First National People of Color Environmental Leadership Summit 
including: 
Environmental Justice affirms the need for urban and rural ecological policies to 
clean up and rebuild our cities and rural areas in balance with nature, honoring 
the cultural integrity of all our communities, and provided fair access for all to 
the full range of resources. (Lee, 1992). 
In the EJ context, certain communities may be disproportionately impacted by environmental 
harms or burdens. Similarly, access to environmental goods or benefits is not equally distributed. 
See Table 1 for distributive justice themes. 
1.2.3.2 Procedural Justice 
The procedural notion of justice focuses on the involvement of people in the decision-making 
process. The reason for the uneven distribution of environmental harms and benefits is in part 
due to the unequal involvement of the people most affected; that procedural injustice is an 
‘explanation or cause of [distributive] injustice’ (Walker, 2012).  
Procedural EJ is associated with other environmental political theory concepts such as 
‘environmental democracy’ which focuses on ‘developing institutions that ensure a fair voice for 
all groups and promote fair outcomes’ (Bell & Carrick, 2017, p.103). Procedural justice is also 
associated with ‘environmental citizenship’, the concern for how the current actions of people 
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will impact future generations (Bell & Carrick, 2017, p.104). Procedural justice connects to early 
EJ movements, when the movement demanded “We speak for ourselves”, an often-repeated 
refrain in EJ (Cole & Foster, 2001). The ‘Principles of EJ’ includes procedural justice principles 
including that ‘Environmental Justice demands the right to participate as equal partners at every 
level of decision-making’ (Lee, 1992).  
A consideration of procedural EJ raises an important question: who should be responsible for 
decision-making, over what, and how? Various procedural justice themes emerge in the literature 
including access to justice, rights to information, transparency and access to decision-making 
processes (Schlosberg, 2007; Honneth, 1992; Deacon & Baxter, 2013). 
The importance of the interconnected nature of procedural and distributive injustices is nicely 
summarised by Shrader-Frechette (2002, p.24): 
To correct problems of environmental justice, it will be necessary to improve the 
principles and practices of distributive justice – equal apportionment of social 
benefits and burdens [and] reform the principles and practices of participative 
justice – equal rights to self-determination in societal decision-making. 
Throughout this research, procedural and distributive justice are used as a theoretical lens and 
will inform Chapter 5 and 6.  
1.3 Intersection between environmental justice, climate adaptation and resilience 
The scholarship on the intersection between urban resilience and vulnerability (one aspect of EJ) 
is relatively well-developed, most predominately in the disaster management literature; and there 
are lessons in this literature that can be applied to the EJ field and to this research. This section 
will look at the key literature on the intersection between urban resilience and vulnerability, 
23 
 
climate adaptation and EJ, then will examine the merits of incorporating EJ into resilient cities’ 
policies and discourses. 
1.3.1 Urban Resilience and Vulnerability 
Significant literature in disaster management and response deals with issues of vulnerability. The 
focus in Australia has been on how emergency services factor in vulnerable communities to 
disaster response plans, particularly during fires, floods and droughts.   
Given EJ is in part defined as the meaningful involvement of all (Schlosberg, 2007), the 
mobilisation and participation of vulnerable communities is a core aspect of building resilience. 
Disadvantaged groups are often overlooked in the implementation of policies (Vale, 2014) and 
vulnerable local communities need to be involved to ensure their needs are understood 
(Ziervogel et al., 2017). Fainstein (2015) highlights that political power needs to be mobilised to 
ensure that vulnerable communities are considered in urban resilience planning, and advocates 
that one of the roles of the planner is to push for the involvement of all.  
As ‘cities’ begin to be a focus in the response to climate change, Romero-Lankao et al. (2018) 
highlight that the consideration of the ‘root causes and connections among climate change, 
inequality in emissions, uneven development and vulnerability, is limited’. The authors argue for 
a more inclusive and just approach that considers economic, social and political power dynamics 
(Romero-Lankao et al., 2018).  
1.3.2 Climate Adaptation and Environmental Justice  
This section will briefly outline the literature addressing EJ in climate adaptation, due to the 
parallels between climate adaptation and urban resilience.  EJ in relation to climate adaptation 
has been widely researched (Coventry & Okereke, 2018). The climate justice movement is said 
to have developed directly from the EJ movement (Schlosberg and Collins, 2014).  
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Climate adaptation is an opportunity for ‘just’ development because it provides an opportunity to 
‘address a broad range of issues of social justice more generally’, by reducing vulnerability and 
inequality through building adaptive capacity (Schlosberg and Collins, 2014). In Schlosberg et 
al. (2017), the notion that not all people are vulnerable to the same extent to risks is highlighted 
(differential vulnerability) and finds that Sydney residents are concerned with climate adaptation 
beyond just considerations of risk, but to a focus on justice and vulnerability (Schlosberg, 2017).  
Bulkeley et al. (2013a) examine how conceptions of justice are emerging in the climate politics 
discourses, using the procedural and distributive notions of EJ as theorised in Schlosberg’s 
(2007) EJ framework, finding ‘limited explicit concern with justice at the urban level’. Similarly, 
Paavola and Adger (2006) focus on fairness and justice in climate adaptation in developing 
countries, and advocate for ‘equal participation of all’ (p.594) and arguing that responding to 
climate change requires adhering to the ‘principle of putting the most vulnerable first’ (p.602), 
and that without considered these, adaptation strategies are likely to reinforce existing 
vulnerabilities, which is further explored in Chapters 5.  
Carmin et al. (2009) investigate the driving and enabling factors in cities engaging in climate 
adaptation planning. The authors found cities are driven by ‘internal incentives’, as opposed to 
external factors like regulations and international norms. Although the authors used a narrower 
conception of justice, they note that awareness of local vulnerabilities and community 
involvement in planning drove climate adaptation planning in Durban and Quito. 
Despite the extensive scholarship on the intersection of EJ and climate adaptation, particularly in 
the context of developing countries, the notion of EJ has not yet been applied specifically to 
urban resilience planning in Australia.  
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1.3.3 Resilience and Environmental Justice 
The intersection between EJ and urban resilience planning is under-researched. Some authors 
have considered how the concept of resilience has transitioned from the ecological literature to 
the urban resilience literature. Most notably, authors have investigated case studies from an EJ 
standpoint.  
Davoudi has undertaken multiple pieces on work on the transitioning of ecological resilience to 
urban resilience, highlighting implications that arise when this transition in poorly implemented, 
particularly for justice and vulnerability (Davoudi et al., 2016; Davoudi, 2018). In an effective 
resilience building process, intentional political decisions are made on the question, ‘resilience of 
what and for whom’. Not only may vulnerable communities be forgotten, vulnerable 
communities may become further disadvantaged by the ‘creation of “resilient enclaves” for the 
privileged elites’ (Davoudi, 2018).  
A criticism of the resilience and vulnerability literature which also applies to the EJ and 
resilience intersection, is the limited focus on communities, associations and networks, all of 
which ‘underpin and facilitate life in our society’ (Buckle et al., 2000).  
Bulkeley and Tuts (2013b) argue that the existence of multi-level governance structures can 
jeopardise climate adaptation since poor communication between levels may result in inaction. 
Simply improving communication between existing channels is insufficient for action; rather 
new institutional forums are necessary that ‘bring together a range of urban interests operating 
across scales and between neighbouring municipalities’ (Bulkeley & Tuts, 2013b, p.660).  
Several authors have addressed urban resilience using an EJ lens. The edited volume by Allen et 
al. (2017) comprises of 14 ‘Global South’ case studies chosen because they explore ‘(in)justices 
and power relationships produced by governing efforts to realise resilience’ (Allen et al., 2017). 
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Another study of eight global cities undertaking resilience planning found that ‘adaptation 
interventions can reinforce trends of socioeconomic vulnerability, compound patterns of 
environmental injustice, and create new sources of inequity’ (Anguelovski et al., 2016, p.345). I 
aim to take a similar approach in my research, by assessing RM and RS through an EJ lens. My 
research will not be a repetition of this research, given these case studies were all in the Global 
South, which exhibit different challenges, systems and factors from Australian cities.  
This inadequate consideration of EJ in resilient cities policies is the third gap in the literature. 
The third contribution to the literature is the first study of a developed nation to assess a 100RC 
strategy from an EJ lens (Chapters 4, 5 and 6).  
1.4 Research on Australia’s Resilient Cities 
The implementation of the RM Strategy has been studied by Martin Mulligan and colleagues 
from RMIT’s Centre for Urban Research (Mulligan et al., 2016). Rather than formally evaluating 
the Strategy, Mulligan et al. drew on the opinions and experiences of key stakeholders and 
resilience practitioners, in order to understand the implementation process (Mulligan et al., 
2016). A major difference between the research, is this thesis will focus on the intersection 
between urban resilience and EJ, while Mulligan et al. (2016) focused on the 100RC 
framework’s governance structures and how the framework might be adapted to work in a 
Melbourne-specific context and to maximum return on investment.  
No academic attention has yet been paid to the newer RS however the forthcoming research 
paper Insights into Community Urban Resilience Experiences by Schlosberg et al. was 
undertaken in partnership with RS and will highlight residents’ experiences of emergencies, 
focusing on bushfires, floods and heatwaves in NSW, although it will not explore justice 
considerations.  
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An extensive literature review failed to identify any published, peer-reviewed literature 
specifically on the new RS initiative, therefore the fourth contribution is the first analysis of the 
RS Strategy. 
1.5 Demographics, Governance and Environment of Sydney and Melbourne 
Greater Sydney and Greater Melbourne1 are Australia’s two largest cities, with a population of 
5.1 million and 4.9 million respectively. Greater Sydney’s population increased by 101,600 
between June 2016 and June 2017, the first time an Australian city has had a population increase 
of over 100,000 (ABS [Australian Bureau of Statistics], 2018).  
Greater Sydney is governed by three tiers of government, local, state and federal – all with 
differing responsibilities (PEO, 2018). In 2015 metropolitan planning became the responsibility 
of the Greater Sydney Commission (GSC)2. The GSC views Greater Sydney as a ‘metropolis of 
three cities’: Eastern Harbour City, Central River City and the Western Parkland City (Figure 1). 
Greater Sydney comprises of 33 local government areas (LGAs) (RS, 2018, p.43).  
Greater Melbourne is also governed by three tiers of government and is comprised of 32 LGAs, 
however, unlike Greater Sydney, it does not have an agency responsibility for metropolitan 
planning. Greater Melbourne is divided into five subregions (Figure 2) (CoM, 2015). Both cities 
have highly complex metropolitan governance systems due to the multiple layers, with 
differentiated responsibilities.  
                                                 
1 Classified by the ABS Greater Capital City Statistical Area (ABS, 2016). 
2 A government agency established by an Act of Parliament (GSC, 2018). 
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Figure 1: Greater Sydney’s three metropolis cities, as identified by Greater Sydney 
Commission and adopted by RS (RS, 2018, p.43) 
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Figure 2: Greater Melbourne’s five subregions, as identified by Plan Melbourne (Vic Gov, 
2014) and adopted by RM (CoM, 2015) (p.6). 
Greater Sydney covers 12,000 square kilometres with the northern and eastern suburbs housing 
an older demographic, while younger, growing populations reside in the west and southwest (RS, 
2018, p.42). Infrastructure development and a spatial divide is created, in part, by physical 
geographic factors, including waterways and topography, resulting in a significant divide in 
health, economic and social factors (RS, 2018, p.42). Greater Melbourne covers 10,000 square 
kilometres, with the outer suburbs, particularly in the west, experience comparatively less access 
to education, services, transport and employment in contrast to the central business districts 
(RM, 2016, p.22). 
Aboriginal people are the traditional custodians of Greater Sydney and Melbourne and continue 
to reside in these cities. Both cities are culturally diverse, with over 200 different nationalities 
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living in Greater Sydney (RS, 2018, p.52) and over 180 nationalities living in Greater Melbourne 
(RM, 2016, p.12). Sixty-four percent of Melbourne’s increase in population from June 2016 to 
June 2017 was from overseas migration (ABS, 2018). 
Extreme weather events are an increasing concern for residents in both cities. The 2013 Blue 
Mountains bushfires, the 2013 and 2017 Penrith heatwaves and the 2016 Collaroy extreme 
storms are recent shock events that are in the minds of residents, governments and service 
providers (RS, 2018, p.37). Residents of Greater Melbourne also experienced the 2009 
heatwaves with accompanying Black Saturday bushfires, the 2010/2011 extreme floods and the 
2014 La Trobe Valley mine fire. Climate change, population increase and urbanisation 
exacerbate the effect of these shocks on residents. 
1.6 Chapter Summary 
The scholarly literature on urban resilience, resilient cities, EJ and climate adaptation is rapidly 
expanding. It is the intersection of these topics, particularly the intersection of EJ and resilient 
cities that is understudied. Examining this intersection allows us to understand how policies and 
discourses can be influenced to create more ‘just’ cities. To address the four gaps identified, this 
thesis assesses how issues of EJ have been incorporated into the CRF, and both the process 
undertaken to develop the RM and RS strategies and the actions and priorities that resulted from 
that process, using the following methodology and methods.  
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Chapter 2: Methodology and Methods 
This chapter provides an overview of the methodological approach this research has taken to 
examine the EJ implications of the 100RC CRF, and both the process undertaken to develop the 
CRS and the actions and priorities that resulted from that process. A qualitative comparative 
study was conducted, using the strategies (and associated documents) along with transcripts of 
face-to-face semi-structured interviews with 18 people from Sydney and Melbourne involved in 
the development of the strategies. A thematic analysis of documents and the interview transcripts 
was undertaken to apply the EJ theoretical framework, to determine how the principles of 
distributive and procedural justice are considered in the strategies. This research takes an 
interpretivist approach to understand the broader social, political and cultural frameworks that 
these documents were written in. 
2.1 Selection of Cases 
Sydney and Melbourne are the only two-member cities of 100RC in Australia. Understanding 
different contexts between the cities gives an indication of variations and the factors that are 
associated with those variations and this will help to understand how CRS can be implemented in 
different Australian cities.  
Both cities face similar climate impacts, shocks and stresses and both cities have broadly similar 
planning laws and are subject to the same Federal legislation, enabling the differences and causal 
factors of those differences to emerge.  
2.2 Document Analysis  
A document analysis was undertaken, predominately of the RS and RM strategies, but also of 
some planning documents and climate adaptation strategies (Appendix A).  
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The main purpose of the document analysis was to see how the strategies addressed the different 
issues in their cities, which issues were highlighted, and if the strategies address the justice 
themes outlined above. All documents were publicly accessible.   
A thematic analysis of ‘justice’ themes in the strategies was undertaken, drawing out the 
procedural and distributive justice themes as well as governance themes.    
2.3 Semi-structured Interviews 
2.3.1 Sampling 
Participants were professional staff working at government agencies involved in the 
development of the strategies and high-profile professional participants from the private sector 
and NGOs whose names were mentioned on the strategy documents. The rationale behind this 
sampling method was to understand if and how issues of EJ were raised in the process. These 
names were found in RS and RM strategies, diagnostic reports, annual reports, websites and City 
Context Reports.  
Eight individuals involved in RS and nine involved in RM were interviewed, along with one 
person who was not directly involved in either. Of the eighteen participants, seven worked in 
local government, two in Universities, three in state government, three in private consultancies 
and three represented NGOs.  
2.3.2 Data Collection 
The face-to-face interviews were all recorded and subsequently transcribed. The interviews 
aimed to collect data to understand the opinions, perceptions and knowledge on the issue 
(Walter, 2013, p.302). 
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Topics covered in the interviews included: the actors involved in the strategy-development 
process, issues raised by the community and other stakeholders, their perspectives on the 
inclusion of EJ and vulnerability, the shocks and stresses unique to each city and the institutional 
and processual barriers to factoring in EJ in urban resilience. See Appendix B for the interview 
questions and Appendix C provides a reference list of interviewees and respective reference 
codes. 
2.3.3 Interviews Ethics 
All interviewees understood the study was voluntary, they were able to withdraw from the 
interview or research at any point and were ensured anonymity. Due to privacy concerns that 
anonymity would not be possible based on the context of some quotes, approval was 
retrospectively sought from four interviewees, to include their job titles along with the 
quotations. Approval was obtained from three individuals. These interviewees amended or 
retract comments, without changing the content of the quote.  
2.4 Strengths and Limitations of the Method 
The methods adopted for this research have strengths and limitations. The face-to-face 
interviews in Sydney and Melbourne allowed for in-depth discussions, allowing for explorative 
discussions and rapport-building. A limitation of the interviewing technique was the time-
consuming and expensive nature of the Melbourne interviews. Another limitation is, given that 
interviewees were recruited using the published strategies and documents, only one individual 
not involved in the strategy-development process was recruited. With more time, interviews with 
a broader range of individuals from organisations not involved in the strategy-development 
process would have contributed differing perspectives.  
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Potential criticism that the comparative, qualitative, small ‘N’ method of only two cases could be 
unrepresentative is not founded in the case of this research, given claims made about the EJ 
implications of the strategies are not being extended to other 100RC member cities. Similarly, I 
have taken measures to limit the introduction of ‘observer’s bias’ (Marsh & Stoker, 2010, p.300), 
and ‘subjective’ interpretation. By clearly outlining the EJ themes of interest (Table 1, p.20), 
transparency to support replicability has been considered. To rectify potential issue with 
subjectivity, evidence and supporting perspectives from the academic literature are also 
deployed.  
2.5 Chapter Summary 
This chapter outlined the methodology and methods utilised in this study, beginning by stating 
the justification for the two cities chosen. The findings of the thematic analysis of the CRF and 
strategies are found in Chapter 4. Then the two methods of the thematic analysis of documents 
and semi-structured interviews were outlined, the results of this deployment are seen in Chapters 
5 and 6. The ethics considerations of this research are given, concluding with the strengths and 
limitations of this research, and how the limitations were considered and ameliorated.   
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Chapter 3 – Resilient Melbourne and Resilient Sydney  
This chapter begins by outlining the history and aims of 100RC, followed by the process that 
RM and RS adopted to develop their strategies. The specific process and outcomes that RM and 
RS undertook is then explained, followed by a brief description of the commonalities and 
differences.  
3.1 About 100 Resilient Cities  
The organisation was formed in 2013, catalysed by the impacts of ‘Superstorm Sandy’ on New 
York City. In the The Resilience Dividend (2014) book, Judith Rodin, President of the 
Rockefeller Foundation contributes a ‘frame’ to conceptualise city resilience and a methodology 
for putting this frame into practice (Rodin, 2014). Rodin (2014) also highlights three 21st century 
phenomena that are disrupting our cities: urbanisation, climate change and globalisation (p.4-5). 
Rodin’s book and this conception of city resilience became the backbone of 100RC’s program.   
To become a member city to 100RC, cities must apply to the program, then if successful, 
receives access to four ‘pathways’: funding and support for a Chief Resilience Officer (CRO), 
technical support to develop a CRS, access to ‘strategy partners’ including specialist private 
partners to assist in the CRS development process and membership to the initiative for 
knowledge sharing (100RC, 2017).  
The appointed CRO for each city, ‘reports directly to the city’s chief executive, and acts as the 
city’s point person for resilience building, helping to coordinate all the city’s resilience efforts’ 
(Berkowitz, 2016). The CRO is appointed by the host city, and the role is funded by 100RC for 
the first two years. The CRO works with stakeholders across the city to develop and implement 
the strategy, guided by a consistent conception or definition of city resilience (see Section 1.1.1).  
36 
 
3.2 Phases of the Strategy Process  
The 100RC CRS process is comprised of three phases. Figure 3 and Figure 5 provide a 
visualisation of Phases 1 and 2 of the CRS development process and Appendix D provides 
descriptions of each element within the phases.  
As seen in Figure 3, Phase 1 of the strategy process is the assessment and discovery stage. The 
City’s working team and Steering Committee undertake stakeholder engagement, identify 
‘shocks’ and ‘stresses’ and gather data to produce a ‘Preliminary Resilience Assessment’ (PRA) 
and ‘Discovery Areas’ that determine the focus the strategy will take.  
 
Figure 3: Phase 1 of the City Resilience Strategy Process (Lipper, 2016) 
Underpinning the ‘Phase 1’ process is the utilisation of the CRF, providing a ‘lens through which 
the complexity of cities and the numerous factors that contribute to a city’s resilience can be 
understood’ (da Silva & Morera, 2014, p.9). The CRF comprises of 12 ‘goals’ (yellow in Figure 
4) that are the prerequisite factors for successfully dealing with chronic stresses and shocks.  
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Figure 4: Rockefeller Foundation's CRF developed by ARUP (da Silva & Morera, 2015) 
During Phase 1, the shocks and stresses specific to the city are identified. Chronic stresses are 
‘slow moving disasters that weaken the fabric of a city’, such as unemployment, violence and 
resource scarcity and acute shocks are ‘sudden, sharp events that threaten a city’, such as natural 
disasters and terrorist attacks (100RC, 2017). The milestone at the end of Phase 1 is the 
completion of the PRA and the City Context Report (see definitions in Appendix D).   
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Figure 5: Phases 2 and 3 of the CRS Process (Lipper, 2016) 
In Phase 2 of the strategy-development process, tangible ‘actions’, including projects and 
initiatives, are identified by the ‘discovery area’ working groups, based on the assessments 
completed in Phase 1. To develop these actions, the working team ‘test’ discovery areas with a 
broad array of stakeholders and undertake financial or risk modelling (Lipper, 2016). The 
milestone at the end of Phase 2 is the launch of the CRS. The final stage, Phase 3, is the 
‘Institutionalise and Implement’ phase, comprising implementation of the actions of the strategy 
through collaboration with relevant stakeholders (see Figure 5). 
100RC’s CRS process was adopted by RM, releasing their strategy in May 2016 and RS, 
releasing their strategy in July 2018.  
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3.3 Resilient Melbourne 
The City of Melbourne (CoM), along with relevant state agencies appointed the CRO Toby Kent 
in November 2014. The CoM local government area is the host council of RM; however, the 
strategy incorporates Greater Melbourne metropolitan area, as outlined in Section 1.5. 
3.3.1 Phase 1 
The PRA was released in June 2015, in collaboration with all but three3 of the cooperating 32 
councils. The development of the PRA and the five Discovery Areas by the RM team was 
undertaken through the RM Steering Committee, desktop research, targeted interviews, 
stakeholder roundtable meetings, engagement with Victorian Government Agencies, Council 
CEOs and Mayors. Although the PRA does not state how many individuals and organisations 
were engaged for Phase 1, further details on stakeholder and community engagement are 
provided in CoM (2015). 
The PRA identified the acute shocks and chronic stresses unique to Melbourne (Table 2). The 
chronic stresses were primarily sourced from the ‘Victorian Health and Wellbeing Plan 2011-
2015’, and the acute shocks were sourced from the ‘risks’ identified in the ‘Emergency Risks in 
Victoria: Report of the 2012–13 State Emergency Risk Assessment’ (CoM, 2015).  
  
                                                 
3 Reasons why these three weren’t involved is unknown to the researcher. See Section 7.3 
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Table 2: RM's acute shocks and chronic stresses (RM, 2016) 
Acute Shocks Chronic Stresses 
Bushfires Rapid Population Growth 
Floods Increasing Social Inequality  
Heatwaves Increasing Pressures on our natural assets 
Disease pandemics Unemployment, particularly among young people 
Infrastructure-related emergencies Climate Change 
Extremist acts- including cyber-crime Increasing rates of alcoholism and family violence 
 
The PRA identified Melbourne’s five initial focus areas ‘that could profoundly influence the 
city’s resilience in coming decades’ (p.11), which later in the process evolved into four long term 
objectives as described in Phase 2 (RM, 2016). After the CoM endorsed the PRA on the 9th June 
2015, Phase 2 began (CoM, 2015). 
3.3.2 Phase 2 
Taking the five focus areas identified and the working groups established in Phase 1, Phase 2 
involved the development of actions and the strategy (Mulligan et al., 2016). Working groups led 
by local governments, were divided up based on these five focus areas, worked with 230 
organisations and over 1,000 individuals in total to produce more than 200 potential actions 
(RM, 2016, p.15).  
These five focus areas were narrowed down to four and re-named ‘Objectives’ in the final stages 
of the strategy development. These are interdependent and long-term objectives that RM 
encourages councils and other sectors adopt in their planning. The ‘Stronger Together’ objective 
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aims to empower communities to support each other’s health, safety and well-being. The ‘A 
Dynamic Economy’ objective encourages diversity in the economy and a workforce that can 
adapt to a changing economy. ‘Our Shared Places’ objective aims to support cohesion through 
the built environment, infrastructure and initiatives. The final ‘A Healthier Environment’ 
objective aims to enable strong ecosystems and natural assets (RM, 2016, p.39). 
Using the CRF, these 200 actions were narrowed down to the final actions in the strategy, 
launched 1st June 2016. The final actions included three ‘flagship actions’, 15 ‘supporting 
actions’ and 15 ‘aligned local actions’ (RM, 2016, p.59). Figure 6 provides descriptions of action 
types. Figure 7 provides a full list of the strategy actions. The three flagship actions are the 
Metropolitan Urban Forest Strategy (MUFS) (p.62), the Emergency Management Community 
Resilience Approach for Victoria (p.90) and the Metropolitan Cycling Network (p.112). 
 
Figure 6: the three types of actions in the RM Strategy, indicating whether they are being 
initiated (flagship), strengthened (supporting) or promoted (aligned) by the RM team (RM, 
2016, p.3) 
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3.3.3 Phase 3 
Phase 3 is the implementation stage. Each action identified in the strategy states the ‘lead’ office 
for each action and their partner organisations to support implementation and the ‘next steps’ 
required to successfully implement the action. The RM office has six staff, hosted by RM, to 
support the implementation of the actions.  
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Figure 7: RM actions (RM, 2016, p.59) 
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3.4 Resilient Sydney  
The City of Sydney (CoS) applied to become a member city of 100RC in 2014, appointing CRO 
Beck Dawson in September 2015 (Jewell, 2015).  
3.4.1 Phase 1 
Phase 1 milestones included the Agenda Setting Workshop, the City Context and PRA and the 
Phase 2 Scope of Work and Engagement Plan (RS, 2018, p.28). In Phase 1, 752 people were 
engaged in the process through stakeholder workshops (150), community surveys (381), 
stakeholder surveys (121) and stakeholder interviews (100) (RS, 2018, p.28). In a similar process 
to RM, the community and stakeholders were engaged to establish and provide feedback on the 
Discovery Areas and the City Context.  
The PRA identified Sydney’s four Discovery Areas, which then became the basis for the 
working groups. These were ‘How Sydney Works’, ‘Adaptive Sydney’, ‘Identity in Diversity’, 
and ‘City of Opportunity’ (RS, 2016a). The PRA also identified eight acute shocks and eight 
chronic stresses (Table 3). In contrast with RM which identified these based on pre-existing 
government documents, RS’s shocks and stresses were identified through an Assets and Risk 
Assessment Process, developed by 100RC (RS, 2016a) and implemented by the strategy partner, 
a private consultancy.   
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Table 3 RS's acute shocks and chronic stresses (RS, 2018) 
Shocks  Stresses 
Extreme Weather Health Services demand 
Infrastructure failure Housing affordability 
Financial institution failure Social cohesion 
Water crisis Employment diversity 
Digital network failure Inequity 
Terror attack Chronic illness 
Disease pandemic Transport diversity 
Cyber attack Drug and alcohol abuse 
 
3.4.2 Phase 2 
Phase 2 milestones included the Diagnostics Report, Engagement Report and the RS Strategy. In 
phase 2 of the strategy process, 388 people were engaged in the process through working groups 
comprising technical experts and influencers (91), stakeholder workshops (74) and community 
members chosen from across Sydney (223). The Discovery Areas were developed and run by the 
community, and the actions developed were prioritised by the community and stakeholders 
involved (RS, 2018, p.29). At least 1,140 people were involved in Phase 1 and 2 of the process. 
This process resulted in the development of five ‘Directions’, which are the resilience challenges 
and opportunities and 35 actions to address these (Appendix E and Figure 8). 
Under these five ‘Directions’, five flagship actions were identified. These flagship actions are the 
Resilient inclusive growth target, the Cool Suburbs initiative, City cohesion and wellbeing target, 
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Get Prepared 100,000 ready Sydneysiders, and the Sydney Resilience Commitment (SRC) 
target. Figure 8 provides a full list of the 35 actions outlined in the strategy. 
3.4.3 Phase 3 
The strategy was released in July 2018; at the time of writing, Phase 3 was in its initial stages. 
The five flagships actions are either underway or will be prioritised in the first year (RS, 2018, 
p.60). 
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Figure 8: RS’s five directions and 35 actions (RS, 2018, p.17-18) 
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Chapter 4: Thematic Analysis of Environmental Justice themes 
This chapter examines EJ in the 100RC CRF and the RS and RM Strategies, through a thematic 
analysis of justice themes (Appendices F and G). EJ in the strategy-development process is 
covered in later chapters which report on insights gained from the interviews. Section 4.1 reveals 
that despite promoting procedural justice as a key driver in a city’s resilience, the CRF has a 
limited consideration of distributive justice and structural power imbalance. The EJ analysis of 
RM and RS in Section 4.2 then presents data on three procedural justice sub-themes that 
emerged from the analysis: improved access to decision-making, engagement with specific 
groups and leadership/civic participation, followed by presenting the data on distributive justice 
sub-themes coded for whether adequate or inadequate consideration was given to distributive 
justice, and whether climate change mitigation was being considered. Section 4.3 concludes by 
briefly outlining the commonalities and differences between the two strategies.  
4.1 The 100 Resilient Cities City Resilience Framework 
4.1.1 Procedural Justice 
Three of 12 ‘goals’ in the CRF touch on procedural justice (da Silva & Morera, 2015). The CRF 
highlights that active community engagement, empowered stakeholders, and ‘grassroots 
knowledge’ are necessary drivers for a city’s resilience. Goal 4 of the CRF, ‘Collective Identity 
and Community Support’ argues that resilient cities are created through cohesive communities, 
since ‘communities that are active, appropriately supported by the city government and well-
connected with one another contribute to the bottom-up creation of a city with a strong identity 
and culture’ (da Silva & Morera, 2015).  
Goal 10, ‘Effective Leadership and Management’ focuses on the leadership of a government 
body to promote a shared understanding of resilience and promote collaboration, particularly in a 
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disaster. The goal states that community’s knowledge should be drawn on: ‘inclusive 
governments recognise the importance of grassroots knowledge to help them understand local 
challenges’ (da Silva & Morera, 2015). Similarly, Goal 11, ‘Empower Stakeholders’, emphasises 
that, in a time of crisis, providing easy-to-understand, up-to-date and timely information is a 
driver for resilience: ‘Ensure everybody is well informed, capable, and involved in their city’. 
This includes access to information and education, communication between the government and 
public, knowledge transfer, and timely and appropriate monitoring’ (da Silva & Morera, 2015). 
These three ‘goals’ promote engaged and empowered stakeholders and align with Paavola and 
Adger’s (2006) advocacy for ‘equal participation of all’ (p.594).  
Uneven power distribution, the powerlessness of certain communities and prioritisation of 
certain interests over community interests are inadequately addressed in the CRF.  
In understanding the drivers of a resilient system, an aim of the CRF, a consideration of power 
struggles and uneven power distribution is necessary to understand why certain decisions are 
made. For example, a city’s resilience is intertwined with its physical infrastructure, so decisions 
made based on property developers’ interests, as opposed to the community’s interest, reflect a 
power imbalance that is a key driver of the system. This was alluded to in the CRF as a 
‘conceptual limitation of resilience’ that resilience (as conceived in the CRF) ‘does not 
necessarily account for the power dynamics that are inherent in the way cities function and cope 
with disruptions’ (da Silva & Morera, 2015). 
4.1.2 Distributive Justice 
The CRF also identifies the ‘qualities’ of a resilient system, including inclusivity. The inclusive 
approach ‘emphasises the need for broad consultation and engagement of communities, 
including the most vulnerable groups. Addressing the shocks or stresses faced by one sector, 
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location, or community in isolation of others is an anathema to the notion of resilience’ (da Silva 
& Morera, 2015). This ‘quality’ promotes procedural equity, although it simultaneously reaches 
another core principle of EJ, distributive equity. The system is not resilient if certain groups are 
disproportionally impacted by shocks and stresses. Similarly, goal 2, ‘Diverse Livelihoods and 
Employment’ states that ‘an inclusive approach to livelihoods ensures that all citizens in a city 
have unrestricted access to legitimate occupations, regardless of race, ethnicity, gender or sexual 
orientation.’ (da Silva & Morera, 2015). 
The consideration of EJ principles of procedural and distributive equity is strong, however none 
of the goals or qualities goes so far as to argue that responding to shocks and stresses requires 
adhering to the ‘principle of putting the most vulnerable first’ or adequately acknowledge uneven 
power structures (Paavola & Adger, 2006, p.602). This consideration is necessary to build a just 
resilient system.  
The CRF does not adequately consider the environment, particularly climate change. The 
‘Infrastructure and Environment’ category sees the environment as ecosystem services (e.g. 
ecosystems protecting us in disasters). Although climate change is acknowledged as a 
contributor to how cities operate, no goals or qualities relate to conserving the environment for 
its ability to mitigate climate change, improve mental health and wellbeing, induce pleasure or 
provide for basic human needs like clean air and water. This critique of the CRF was shared by 
multiple interviewees involved in the strategy-development process (Melb10, Syd8). This is an 
issue of distributive justice. Emission-intensive activities in cities create negative impacts in 
vulnerable areas; on a local scale (pollution exacerbating the UHIE) and on a global scale 
(residents in low-lying nations displaced by flood inundation). 
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4.1.3 Applying the 100RC City Resilience Framework 
The 100RC’s strategy-development process is intended to be context-specific and customisable; 
strategy development utilises pre-existing initiatives and organisations, shocks, stresses and 
governance arrangements in that particular city (Lipper, 2016). The CRF application process has 
limitations in certain contexts, for example, it does not adequately consider power structures 
prevalent in the operation of a city. However, it can allow cities to take stock of specific 
vulnerabilities and issues it faces. This is evident in the Boston Resilience Strategy in which 
racial equity is the Strategy’s centrepiece, due to identified racism and violence. The limited 
attention to justice in the CRF potentially flows through to the resulting strategies, highlighting a 
weakness in the CRF. 
4.2 Environmental Justice in the Strategies 
This section describes the EJ themes that emerged from the RM and RS Strategies. The full 
thematic analysis can be found in Appendices F and G, where the referencing system used (e.g. 
RS.1.1.1) is explained.  
4.2.1 Resilient Sydney  
4.2.1.1 Procedural Justice 
4.2.1.1.1 Improved access to decision-making 
Procedural justice is the consideration of fairness and a just process. Although the term 
‘procedural justice’ is not used in the RS Strategy improved access to decision-making is a major 
theme. This was seen through the consultation process adopted for the strategy-development 
process, as well as the Strategy’s actions. This section specifically focuses on the former, the 
latter is explored in Chapter 5.  
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During RS’s stakeholder and community consultations improved access to decision-making 
arose as a priority; the strategy notes ‘an appetite for communities to act in collaboration and 
partnership with government and business’ (RS, 2018, p.38) (RS1.1.5). During the consultation 
phase, all stakeholders were asked: ‘Are we engaging widely to support decision-making and 
connecting people, communities and organisations?’ (RS, 2018, p.31); highlighting RS’s 
intention to undertake a procedurally just process (RS1.1.4). The Strategy clearly articulates that 
community views were valued in the process: ‘of all these responses, the community provided 
the clearest insights into the city as a system’ (p.32) (RS1.4.1). 
The first of seven priorities mentioned in RS’s Strategy’s introduction is that ‘directions in this 
strategy reflect the priorities people want for Sydney’s future – providing a greater say in 
decisions that affect them’ (p.15); indicating that the RS team heard from the community that 
their most desired change is improved inclusion and procedural justice in the way Sydney 
operates. RS acknowledged this by elevating this priority (RS.1.1.1).      
The Strategy included specific actions to improve access to decision-making. Direction 1, Action 
6; ‘Build Community Capacity through co-design’ will ‘bring together partners to deliver a 
leadership paper and event, inviting policy change to engage more residents in the design and 
provisions of services’ (p.71) (RS1.1.6).  
The complexity of the metropolitan governance system – a threat to equal access to decision-
making – was acknowledged as a priority consideration in the strategy-development process; 
specifically, in how actions were developed: ‘Fragmented governance and distrust is one of 
Sydney’s biggest challenges and collaboration is a priority’. Community concerns relate to how 
separate decisions are made that determine housing, infrastructure and services, transportation, 
education and employment’ (RS, 2018, p.38).    
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Collaborative decision-making was chosen as an action in RS’s Strategy, including Direction 1, 
Action 2: the establishment of a ‘network metropolitan practitioners for community agency’ 
which will ‘explore community engagement in strategic decisions that address metropolitan scale 
risks, challenges and investments. … The network will enable engagement practitioners to work 
together to ensure those most impacted have a voice, and key strategic decisions are truly 
people-centred’ (RS, 2018, p.68). RS’s Strategy invites individuals and organisations to take part 
in its actions and take the SRC to continue to involve organisations in the decision-making 
process (RS1.1.2). Including the community is a programmatic requirement of the actions. When 
inviting organisations to take the SRC, RS emphasises to organisations that by doing so, they 
‘will also contribute to building Sydney’s resilience when your organisation acts to … engage 
with the people in the city who are most impacted by your decisions’ (p.19), thereby aiming to 
embed improved decision-making into other organisations (RS1.1.3).  
Uneven power in decision-making is acknowledged in the Strategy, highlighted by the issue of 
urban development consultations in the city which are often poorly coordinated by separate 
private sector and government organisations, limiting the power of the community (p.38).  
4.2.1.1.2 Engaging with specific groups  
The thematic analysis of the Strategy, as well as details in numerous Strategy documents 
(Appendix A) identified stakeholder types engaged in strategy-development (Appendix H). The 
consultation process engaged community members, city operators, influencers and decision-
makers; including ‘groups of residents from the metropolitan planning districts of Sydney, with 
each group reflecting the demographic, socio-economic and cultural profile of its district’ (p.32) 
(RS1.2.9). The process engaged a diverse range of organisations including environmental and 
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scientific organisations, industry associations, councils, state government, property developers, 
academics, youth organisations, human rights and climate organisations and service providers4.   
In relation to the involvement of Indigenous people, a distinct engagement process was delivered 
by an Indigenous consultancy, comprising five workshops with Elders across Metropolitan 
Sydney (RS1.2.2); in addition, Indigenous people were present at every community workshop. 
The Strategy acknowledges Indigenous people as traditional owners of the land (p.9) and the 
‘metropolis is home to the largest population of ATSI5 peoples in Australia’ (RS, 2018, p.42) 
(RS1.2.3). During the consultation process, Elders identified ‘the European Colonisation of the 
Sydney Basin as the single most impactful event on their ancestors, their lives, and the region’ 
(RS, 2018, p.49) (RS1.2.5). The Strategy recognises the valuable lessons from other 100RC 
cities like Christchurch, New Zealand, particularly the collaborative, bi-cultural model of 
governance under the Treaty of Waitangi (RS, 2018, p.25) (RS1.2.4).  
Two actions specific to Indigenous peoples were proposed: Direction 3, Action 17 promotes 
learning from Indigenous elders and leaders about resilience and survival. This action has 
already been completed in the form of a report (RS1.2.6). Direction 3, Action 21, promotes the 
broad adoption of Acknowledgement of Country protocols, given ‘acknowledging country, 
people, language and culture is a simple and important step to express cultural respect and 
understanding’ (p.91) (RS1.2.7).  
                                                 
4 A full list of participants in the ‘discovery area workshops’ can be found in RS (2017b) 
5 The researcher is aware that the term ‘ATSI’ can be offensive to some Indigenous people. The term 
‘Indigenous people’ is used except for when referring to RS’s ‘ATSI Engagement Report’, as used by the 
Eora Journey team at the CoS or when it is a quote. 
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Although the Strategy acknowledges that lessons about youth engagement and empowerment 
can be learned from other 100RC member cities like Thessaloniki, Greece (RS1.2.8) and from 
some Australian youth organisations (RS, 2018, p.71), and identifies areas with high proportions 
of young people (p.42), it lacks youth-related actions. Older people are also given little attention 
in the Strategy, yet they are one of the most vulnerable groups, as outlined in Chapter 5.  
4.2.1.1.2 Leadership and civic participation 
Greater diversity in geography, gender, age, education and cultural background of individuals in 
leadership positions and positions of influence, results in improved decision-making, and greater 
civic participation of diverse populations. It also enhances awareness of cultural differences. 
This is core to Direction 3 of the Strategy, which focuses on ‘engaging in ongoing dialogue 
about racial equity and identity’ and the Strategy aims to ‘create opportunities for all our cultural 
communities to participate in leadership positions in our organisations’ (RS, 2018, p.85) 
(RS1.3.2).  Specifically, Direction 3, Action 22, ‘Support Diversity in Leadership’, aims to 
ensure that cultural bias is limited and to improve diversity in employment (RS1.3.3).  
4.2.1.2 Distributive Justice 
4.2.1.2.1 Considering issues of distributive justice 
Distributive justice, in the EJ context, is concerned with the even distribution of environmental 
harms and the equal distribution of environmental benefits and goods. The thematic analysis 
identified that the former is acknowledged in various ways throughout the Strategy, while there 
is limited consideration of the latter.    
Distributive injustice is recognised in the Strategy through the ‘stresses’ facing Sydney. Limited 
transport and employment opportunities in Western Sydney contribute to ‘increasing geographic 
and social inequity and the financial vulnerability of communities to shock events’ (p.35), 
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indicating that the spatial distribution of harms is not equal across the city (RS2.1.1). The 
Strategy recognises that lessons can be learned from other 100RC member cities in which harm 
is also unequally distributed, including New York City which petitioned for a program enabling 
‘low income residents to be applicable for air conditioning purchase, installation and energy 
costs’ (RS, 2018, p.24) due to the prevalence of the UHIE in low-income communities 
(RS2.1.6).  
Three actions in the Strategy acknowledge distributive injustice: Direction 2, Action 9, ‘Policy 
and Action to Cool Homes and Streets’, directly recognises that extreme heat impacts are 
disproportionately felt in particular regions in Sydney stating that ‘it affects all communities, 
with those in Western Sydney experiencing the most significant impacts’ (RS 2018, p.77) 
(RS2.1.4). Direction 1, Action 8: ‘Develop Skills for Equity’ targets disadvantaged communities, 
particularly low-income earners, young and older women, migrants, refugees and Indigenous and 
vulnerable youth, to support them with opportunities and education. This action clearly 
articulates that ‘opportunities and education are not the same for everyone in Sydney due to the 
uneven impact of chronic stresses cross the city’ (p.71) (RS2.1.3). Direction 4, Action 25, 
‘Mapping vulnerabilities at a District planning level’, indicates that not all communities are 
vulnerable to the same extent to the same risks, stating that the ‘impacts vary depending on the 
diversity of the geography, communities and resources in each area … This action will address 
these concerns by mapping risks and vulnerabilities’ (p.99) (RS2.1.5).  
4.2.1.2.2 Inadequate consideration of distributive justice 
Despite the above, four actions in RS’s Strategy fall short in addressing distributive justice. 
Direction 1, Action 3, ‘Collaborate for cross-city active transport’, intends to address transport 
citywide; however, the action could better address distributive injustice by prioritising certain 
locations such as those with the most limited public transport. This is despite acknowledging that 
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lack of transport options and transport diversity in Western Sydney is exacerbating social 
inequity (RS2.2.1). As implementation of the action begins, if RS adheres to its ‘resilience 
principles’ – particularly the principle of ‘inclusion and equity’ – this action could be 
implemented with a view to maximising distributive justice (p.69).  
Direction 1, Action 4, ‘Support people to work closer to home’, and Action 5, ‘Improve access to 
health precincts’, also fail to acknowledge the need to focus on the most disadvantaged 
communities to address injustice (RS2.2.2). Direction 4, Action 23, the ‘Get Prepared App’ aims 
to help communities prepare for natural disasters but takes no account of the fact that 
communities are not equally vulnerable. Neither does the action acknowledge digital literacy 
concerns, such as those experienced by older people who are the most impacted during heat 
waves (RS2.2.3).  
4.2.1.2.3 Mitigation of climate change 
The mitigation of climate change is an issue of distributive injustice, as the burdens of climate 
change are not equally felt – and not equally created. The CRF does not adequately consider the 
environment and climate change, although RS’s Strategy identifies climate change and the 
resulting intensification and frequency of natural disasters as a major priority. Direction 2, ‘Live 
for Climate’ identifies extreme heat as the biggest risk in the city, and  
‘vulnerable populations with an underlying illness are more likely to die in a heatwave’ (RS, 
2018, p.74).   
Two actions in the ‘Live for Climate’ Direction address climate change mitigation. Action 11, 
‘Enable affordable access to renewable and resilient energy’, promotes accessible and affordable 
solar energy for vulnerable communities, since it is ‘necessary in the hottest areas of our city 
where access to cheaper air conditioning can be lifesaving’ (RS, 2018, p.79) (RS2.3.1). 
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Similarly, Action 13 works with councils to build standardised reporting across the metropolitan 
area to consistently measure and report carbon emissions (p.80) (RS2.3.2). 
4.2.2 Resilient Melbourne  
4.2.2.1 Procedural Justice 
4.2.2.1.1 Improved access to decision-making 
RM’s Strategy acknowledges that ‘people are at the heart of all cities’ (p.ii); the Strategy has a 
strong focus on building resilience for people and communities (RM, 2016, p.5) (RM1.1.2), and 
‘low community participation’ is acknowledged as a stress facing the city (RM1.1.1). Inclusion 
of communities in the decision-making process does not feature in the RM Strategy and no 
actions are specifically identified to achieve this. Four actions, however, seek community 
involvement in the action’s implementation.  The ‘Community-led neighbourhood renewal and 
development pilot project’ aims to trial ways of ‘putting residents at the heart of neighbourhood 
and local infrastructure planning and operations’ (RM, 2016, p.118). Participating community 
members would influence and shape their neighbourhoods through participatory planning 
(RM1.1.8). The Action, ‘Building preparedness through relationships in Koori and CALD 
communities’, provides resources and translated materials on emergency preparedness to prepare 
these communities for shocks (RM1.1.6). The ‘Emergency management community resilience 
framework for Victoria’ is intended to ‘empower communities to take active responsibility for 
their own and each other’s wellbeing, safety and health’ (p.92), and to encourage community 
participation in creating this framework by seeking community review of resilience assessments 
(RM1.1.5). Similarly, the ‘Integrated water management framework’ action indicates it will 
actively work with community groups in the early stages of planning (RM1.1.4). Two significant 
actions in RM’s Strategy did not mention if or how they would involve the community in 
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decision-making: the ‘Metropolitan cycling network strategy’ (RM1.1.7) and the MUFS 
(RM1.1.3).  
4.2.2.1.2 Engaging with specific groups  
RM’s community and stakeholder consultation was undertaken in Phase 1 and 2 (Appendix H). 
There is little publicly available information regarding organisations or types of organisations 
involved in the strategy-development process. The Strategy acknowledges Melbourne’s 
Indigenous peoples, including acknowledging the continuing impacts of colonisation (RM1.2.1), 
and highlights the income disparity between Indigenous and non-Indigenous Melburnians (RM, 
2016, p.21). The thematic analysis, the PRA and other public documents provided no evidence 
of engagement with Indigenous people in the strategy-development process. Strategy actions 
may benefit Indigenous residents of Melbourne, yet no specific actions to address continued 
Indigenous disadvantaged.  
Although it is unclear how RM engaged with young people, there are two youth-specific actions.  
The ‘VicHealth Mental Wellbeing Strategy’, which aims to improve young people’s mental 
health (RM1.2.3) and the ‘Young and Resilient Living Lab’, which aims to ‘bring together 
young people, researchers, policy-makers, employers, health practitioners, parents and 
technology providers to investigate, design, create and test innovative technology-based 
strategies that equip young people to tackle personal problems’ (RM, 2106, p.128) (RM1.2.4).  
4.2.2.1.3 Leadership and civic participation 
To improve engagement in public and civic life, the ‘Neighbourhood Project’ is proposed to 
provide training and capacity-building to ‘transform under-used land around Melbourne into a 
network of new public spaces’ (RM, 2016, p.75) to work actively with citizens and communities 
to improve social cohesion and public health (RM1.3.1).  
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4.2.2.2 Distributive Justice 
4.2.2.2.1 Considering issues of distributive justice 
The thematic analysis found that RM’s Strategy acknowledges spatial inequality in the city, and 
the uneven distribution of environmental harms. It does not, however, acknowledge the unequal 
distribution of environmental benefits. The Strategy notes that living in Melbourne is difficult for 
those living in areas of ‘entrenched disadvantage and those located furthest from the central 
business district’ (RM, 2016, p.20) (RM2.1.1). It further acknowledges the income disparity 
between the wider population and Indigenous communities and people living with disability 
(RM2.1.3). The Strategy describes recent natural disasters impacting Melbourne, and clearly 
identifies that ‘not only do shock events harm those most vulnerable, they can also create their 
own stress consequences’ (p.35); following shock events, pre-existing stresses may become 
increasingly severe, particularly for disadvantaged communities (RM2.1.4).  
To highlight the spatial inequity of environmental harms, the Strategy includes maps visualising 
vulnerability and disadvantage across Melbourne; including geographic disadvantage, car-
dependency correlated with petrol prices and distribution of obesity, correlated with economic 
prosperity (RM, 2016, p.22), noting that ‘outer suburban communities have poorer access to 
employment, services and transport, and are at higher risk of becoming isolated and 
disconnected’ (p.22) (RM2.1.2). Similarly, mapping of the city’s exposure to extreme heat 
(Figure 9) highlights those communities that are the most, and least, vulnerable to heat risks 
(RM2.1.6).  
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Figure 9: Vulnerability of residents to extreme heat events (RM, 2016, p.52) 
Three actions in RM’s Strategy address spatial inequity and uneven distribution of 
environmental harms. The MUFS recognises that certain groups are disproportionately impacted 
by urban heat, stating that ‘while the effects of heatwaves, droughts and extreme rainfall will be 
widespread, they disproportionately affect already vulnerable members of our communities, 
including older residents, people who are unwell, and those who are financially disadvantaged’ 
(RM, 2016, p.63) (RM2.1.7). The Action, ‘New apartment trial for public housing residents’, 
aims to decrease social inequality by trialling a program enabling vulnerable public housing 
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residents to live in the city, near social networks and employment (p.79) (RM2.1.8). Similarly, 
the ‘innovative insurance’ action aims to improve access to affordable insurance by people on 
low incomes, so that ‘the assets of vulnerable members of the community are properly insured, 
to prevent people from slipping into further hardship or financial stress’ (p.105) (RM2.1.9). 
4.2.2.2.2 Inadequate consideration of distributive justice 
Although RM’s Strategy recognises the inherent value of nature as well as the value of access to 
nature’s benefits (such as clean air, water and recreation), it does not recognise that certain 
communities have limited access to those benefits (RM2.2.2). The unequal spatial distribution of 
the benefits of nature is, therefore, not recognised.  
4.2.2.2.3 Mitigation of climate change 
The existence and impacts of climate change are mentioned regularly throughout RM’s Strategy 
and multiple actions aim to build adaptation to climate change; however, there is only one 
Action that is mitigation-specific. The intent of the ‘Local Government Renewables group 
purchasing’ action is to enable local councils to invest in renewable energy technologies, 
acknowledging that ‘we must tackle the chronic stresses of climate change and the more frequent 
and intense shock events it is causing’ (RM2.3.2).  
4.3 Comparison Between RS and RM  
Drawing on Chapter 3 and 4, this section briefly highlights the commonalities and differences 
between RS and RM, to provide context to the analysis in Chapters 5 and 6.  
4.3.1 Commonalities Between RS and RM 
The commonality with the greatest impact on the process and outcomes of the CRS, is the 
presence of the 100RC initiative, requiring both cities to adopt the relatively inflexible 
framework and process provided by 100RC. This commonality supports the connections that 
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CROs and DCROs have across the world, and between RS and RM, enabling the sharing of 
lessons.   
RS and RM are both hosted by progressive, large inner-city councils and both have complex 
metropolitan governance systems with multiple layers and differentiated responsibilities.  
The shocks and stresses identified in both PRAs are similar; both cities face extreme weather 
events (heatwaves, floods and bushfires), disease pandemics and extremist attacks; both 
acknowledge that these shocks disproportionately affect the most vulnerable.   
4.3.2 Differences Between RM and RS 
RS, as Australia’s second 100RC city, benefited from RM’s experience; this was seen through 
RS learning from RM’s council engagement (Section 5.3.1).  
Governance differences result from the presence of the GSC in Sydney which influences 
planning at a metropolitan scale; no equivalent body exists in Melbourne. Another difference 
between the RM and RS is that, at the time of RS’s strategy-development process, council 
amalgamations were underway across Sydney (Blayden, 2017).  
Differences exist also in the strategy-development process. RS engaged directly with the 
community and other organisations, while RM reached the community through councils and 
community-based organisations. RS publicly released many documents to remain transparent 
throughout the process and only four RM documents were identified for this research (Appendix 
A).  
There were some differences in shocks and stresses identified: RS identified water crisis as a 
shock while RM did not; and RS recognised the stress on the health service as a priority while 
RM did not. 
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In terms of Strategy content, each address structural power imbalance differently: RS sees it as 
an issue in how the city operates, while RM predominantly views it as out of the scope of the 
initiative. Similarly, RM included maps of vulnerability to heat and flooding, while RS does not; 
developing such maps have been identified by RS as a flagship action (RS, 2018, p.99). 
Further comparisons of specific actions and the strategy-development process between the two 
strategies are seen throughout Chapters 5 and 6.  
4.4 Chapter Summary 
This chapter assessed the EJ considerations in the CRF, the RS and RM Strategies. The 
following two chapters go beyond the documents into the Strategy-development processes, and 
how procedural and distributive justice considerations were considered, predominately focusing 
on the findings from the interviews. 
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Chapter 5 Procedural Justice in the Strategies  
This chapter analyses the procedural justice implications of RS’s and RM’s Strategies. The 
chapter begins by outlining a major motivation behind the level of consultation undertaken by 
RS: RS needed to gain legitimacy in a complex metropolitan governance system (CMGS) by 
drawing largely on community views. Secondly, the level of participation and diversity in both 
the RS and RM process is examined, concluding that RS’s process almost entirely involved the 
people most effected by decisions made; however, it could have gone further by including people 
of diverse ages, CALD communities, volunteer organisations, and academics. RM’s limited 
engagement with the community may have prevented certain voices and concerns from being 
prioritised but their engagement with councils, academics and social and emergency services was 
thorough. Thirdly, this chapter critiques RS’s decision to not included the ‘shock’ of colonialism 
in the final list of shocks for broader Sydney, arguing that a procedurally unjust outcome was 
achieved and discusses the difficult balance between including Indigenous knowledge, and not 
exploiting it. This chapter concludes with a discussion on a major difference between RS and 
RM; their differing approaches to addressing structural power imbalances within the cities, and 
how this leads to procedural injustice.  
5.1 Resilient Sydney: Legitimacy Through Engagement 
Sydney’s disjointed governance is the core resilience challenge. 100RC initially 
did not understand the core requirement for such a robust political mandate for 
resilience in Sydney. (RSCRO) 
This Chapter begins by highlighting one of the main motivations behind the level of engagement 
undertaken by the RS team. The question of why procedural justice was such a big concern of 
RS is in part answered by the need for RS to gain legitimacy within a CMGS. To gain 
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legitimacy, community engagement was used as a tool by the RS team, a motivation that 
underpins the strategy-development process at every point and will be a significant factor in the 
implementation stages and the future of resilience.  
RS, after its formation, needed to position itself appropriately within a CMGS to achieve their 
aims. From the very beginning, the RSCRO asked herself; ‘what on earth gives me the right to 
stand up and say anything about resilience in this city? Under who’s mandate do I act?’. Its 
‘mandate’ was indeed unclear; RS is funded by an entirely external, philanthropic organisation in 
the U.S., using methodologies and ways of thinking born in the U.S. They are hosted by one of 
the 33 councils in the metropolitan area, then tasked with developing a strategy to better the lives 
of 5 million people, with actions that require over 100 organisations’ involvement to implement. 
According to RSCRO, ‘the question was, how to build to a platform to talk with authority, that 
also shared political power with as many political leaders across the city as possible’.  
On top of this, the urban planning and city building processes in Australia are widely 
acknowledged to be notoriously complex and fragmented (White, 2017), council amalgamations 
were underway and from the very beginning, the initiative was receiving criticism by the 
conservative media (Blair, 2015). Early on, the relationship between the levels of government 
were also known to impact the process as the ‘tension between local and State government in 
this city makes collaboration for community outcomes difficult’ (RSCRO).  
RS sought to gain its legitimacy through comprehensive consultation; allowing it to 
appropriately position itself and its strategy based on the authority that came from the people of 
Sydney. To achieve this, one and a half years of community engagement, reaching a cross-
section of Sydney-siders to ‘co-create’ the strategy was required, so that the CRO could ‘put my 
hand on my heart and say, “I can tell you, this is what [CoS] prioritise, this is what City of 
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Parramatta prioritise, this is what the people of Sydney in the North West and South prioritise 
and this is what the State Government is focussed on”’.  
So, the question remains: how did RS create a procedural justice CRS development process? 
This section explores who was engaged and who was missing in the RS strategy-development 
process.  
5.2 Participation in Resilient Sydney  
The thematic and interview analysis has found that RS’s Strategy-development process was 
inclusive, diverse and almost entirely involved the people most affected by the decisions made. 
This section begins by outlining the procedurally-just components of this process, followed by 
the deficiencies, and will conclude by discussing the engagement with Indigenous people. 
Five individuals representing NGOs, state government and councils who were involved in the 
engagement process in Phase 2 commended the engagement process (Syd4, Syd5, Syd6, Syd7 
and Syd8). According to the Lord Mayor of Sydney, RS exhibits ‘an unprecedented level of 
collaboration across metropolitan Sydney’ (RS, 2018, p.11).  
The engagement approach taken by RS was ‘a very careful piece of community-based research, 
stakeholder research with operators of the city and then with influencers and decision makers’ 
(RSCRO). To be able to speak on behalf of the city, ‘we randomly selected the participants to 
provide a broad view of the diversity of views across the city’. However, it was ‘not a 
representative sample of the whole city, it is not big enough, because we didn’t have the 
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resources’ (RSCRO). Unlike RM, many reports are publicly available online that outline this 
process, except for the ‘ATSI Engagement Report’ which has not been made public6.  
The transparent approach adopted by RS – as evidenced by this statement in the strategy, for 
example: ‘Sydney is a beautiful, prosperous and multi-cultural city but it is struggling to 
maintain its liveability and equity’ (p.14) (RS1.1.7) — was also occurring during the earlier 
stages. Syd3 noted that ‘Sydney aired out the dirty laundry during the engagement’ and remained 
open about the major issues facing Sydney like racism, inequality and drug and alcohol abuse 
(Syd3). 
5.2.1 Who was Included? 
The RSCRO, drawing on the 100RC’s lens of resilience, continues to come back to the notion of 
‘To benefit whom?’. The RSCRO advocated that this question needs to continue to be asked at 
every stage of the process to ensure that the community is continuously considered. This concept 
echoes Davoudi’s (2018) work which highlights that the questions of ‘resilience of what and for 
whom’ is an essential consideration, and that an ‘unjust’ resilience program is one that has 
created ‘resilience enclaves’. 
The RSCRO advocated for the inclusion of those most impacted by shocks and stresses, stating 
that the  
reasons for this process with the community… is that they stand to benefit, and 
they are also the most impacted by when it goes wrong. If you are including the 
                                                 
6 The researcher is not aware of why it has not been made public, however has been told that it will likely 
be made public soon  
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people most impacted in this process … then you’re more likely to fix [the issues] 
and more likely to get the better outcome for greater numbers of people (RSCRO). 
 This echoes Paavola and Adger’s (2006) principles of fair adaptation to climate change; ‘putting 
the most vulnerable first’ and ‘equal participation of all’.  
A stakeholder representing a religious organisation who is passionate about human rights, 
feminism and racism, when asked about their involvement in this engagement process, said that 
diversity and inclusion appeared to be greatly considered by the RS, ‘I was involved from day 
one … I could see the way things were changing in being more inclusive and more inclusive of 
diversity as well’ (Syd5). This interviewee commended RS for facilitating a focus group ‘with 
senior women to discuss [urban heat]’ and it ‘was a diverse senior group of women who were 
really very much engaging’, bringing up issues of isolation and inclusivity particularly in the 
Bankstown region.  This interviewee also felt ‘from day one I had one-on-one meetings, and I 
felt I could… bring to the table what I felt was important and the issues were taken up… I can 
see there has been a lot of effort’. 
The valuing of community views over the ‘influencers and decision-makers’ views was seen 
during Phase 2. Based on the 100RC process, to prioritise the large list of potential actions to 
create the final 35 actions ‘the influencers and decision-makers have the final say in what goes in 
the strategy’ (RSCRO). RS did not follow this process, instead ‘in this instance, our process gave 
the community more prominence in what actions are in the strategy’ (RSCRO). This process is 
likely unprecedented in the global member cities, and ‘100RC were challenged by the process 
Sydney implemented during Phase II’ (RSCRO).   
One of the main reasons why this level of inclusivity in the process was achieved by RS, was due 
to the DCRO’s expertise in community engagement. The DCRO understood the value of and 
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was passionate about engagement and their professional expertise gave them the legitimacy to 
advocate for it.    
5.2.2 Who was Missing? 
Interviews with stakeholders involved in the strategy development process highlighted that 
certain groups were under-represented, particularly young people, culturally and linguistically 
diverse (CALD) communities, volunteer organisations and academics.  
The RS team identified that limited engagement was undertaken with youth, to directly 
understand what unique issues young people are facing. Although Y-lab, a young-led 
consultancy was involved and likely younger individuals representing their organisations 
attended workshops, when asked who was missing from the process, the RSCRO stated she 
‘really wish we did more with young people and structured it to include children and youth, but I 
didn’t have the budget to do it’. Likely as a consequence of this limited engagement, there are no 
actions specific to young people or children. 
The RS team also stated they would like to have engaged deeper with CALD communities. 
Engagement with CALD communities will likely happen in the implementation stage (Syd2). A 
state government representative, who was engaged to work with RS on the engagement with 
CALD communities, acknowledged that lack of resources from the organisations that RS 
engaged to work with may have impacted the quality of engagement, stating that ‘I think that 
they engage with us in the best way that they could, given the limitations of what we could offer’ 
(Syd6). 
Volunteering organisations were represented, although Syd3 who was directly involved in the 
process, stated that the engagement was not deep enough, particularly given they originally 
expected voluntary groups to consult their communities and pass on feedback, although this did 
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not eventuate. Similarly, an academic working group which was discussed in the early stages of 
the project, did not eventuate, due to time and resource constraints (Syd3).  
A representative from an NGO in the social services sector who attended a workshop would have 
liked to have been engaged at a deeper level if given the opportunity, stating that they ‘think 
individual contact with organisations like ours, and the affordable housing sector would have 
been good’, and showed an interest in a traditional submission-based consultation process. The 
interviewee raised concerns around the general awareness across Greater Sydney of the RS 
Strategy (Syd4).  
5.2.3 Engagement with Indigenous People 
5.2.3.1 The Shock of Colonialism  
This section argues that, despite a relatively procedurally-just process, a procedurally unjust 
outcome was achieved; the outcome being RS’s decision to not included the ‘shock’ of 
colonialism in the final list of shocks for broader Sydney.  
As outlined in Section 4.2.1, engagement was undertaken with Indigenous people through a 
separate engagement process and ‘there were [Indigenous] people … in nearly all of the public 
events’ (RSCRO). This is supported by a council staff member of Indigenous descent who 
attended many of the workshops who stated ‘there were Aboriginal people at all [public] 
community consultations, so they were very conscious of including Aboriginal voices in those 
wider community consultations’ (Syd7). This engagement was delivered by an Indigenous 
consultancy and was conducted in ‘a culturally respectful way; so themed, unstructured, yarning 
style of conversation’ (Syd7). 
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As outlined in Section 4.2.1.1.2, colonisation was identified as the single key shock, however 
this shock did not make the final list of shocks for broader Sydney. The ‘ATSI Engagement 
Report’, that identified this shock, was released after the final list of shocks and stresses was 
created. According to the RSCRO:  
It’s not about a lack of will to include this content, but about timing of the content 
being available and political context. The shocks and stresses identified by [ATSI] 
people were only available after the other consultation had concluded and the 
strategy had been determined and written. (RSCRO) 
Including colonisation as a ‘shock’ at that late stage would represent a departure from the 
established 100RC strategy-development process, resulting in further challenges in the process. 
In other respects, the RS process had departed from the standard 100RC process, including by 
prioritising community views over influencer views in Phase 2 and prioritising resource use for 
community engagement over technical studies.  
RS acknowledges the importance of colonisation as a key factor in resilience: ‘Do I think [the 
shocks and stresses identified by (Indigenous) people] has future power? Definitely.’  ‘Do I think 
[colonialism as the biggest shock] would have an impact on the next [strategy]? Yes.’ (RSCRO). 
As pointed out by Paavola and Adger (2006), inclusion of the most marginalised groups in the 
community is a critical component in a procedurally ‘just’ strategy. Adhering to the principle of 
‘putting the most vulnerable first’ requires prioritising their views and providing additional 
weight to a discriminated community’s views. Incorporation of the findings of the ‘ATSI 
Engagement Report’ into an amended strategy would maximise procedural justice in the RS 
Strategy-development process. RS intends to address this challenge to procedural justice when 
the strategy is reviewed: ‘What we haven’t done is review the initial shocks and stresses risk 
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assessment based on information we learnt later in the process. And we wouldn’t have done that 
yet, it’s the kind of thing you do every five years’. (RSCRO).   
5.2.3.2 Indigenous Knowledge 
Indigenous leaders have the knowledge and experience to ensure the protection of the 
environment (Whyte, 2011). As highlighted by an Elder in the RS Strategy, “Aboriginal people 
are the most resilient in the world” (p.51), raising the question; what Indigenous knowledge can 
be shared in the development of these Strategies? This learning was a central component of RS’s 
‘ATSI Engagement’ process (RS, 2018) and is being discussed as an opportunity in the 
development of MUFS (Melb8 and Melb9). Through the interviews however, it was raised that 
when it comes to Indigenous knowledge, ‘just because someone asks, doesn’t give them the right 
to get, and that’s … one of the first things that triggered in my mind when considering talking to 
Aboriginal people about resilience’ (Syd7).  
This presents a difficult balance; how can the process engage and learn from Indigenous people, 
whilst not exploiting the people and the knowledge itself. In Klein (2013), Leanne Simpson 
states that colonialism has led to the continuous extraction of resources on Indigenous land, 
extraction of culture and of knowledge; “my culture and knowledge is a resource… Colonialism 
has always extracted the indigenous – extraction of indigenous knowledge, indigenous women, 
indigenous people (Klein, 2013). Part of the solution is to ‘Be Consistent’ (Syd7), by 
consistently listening and acting on the views of those involved, trust can be built. By 
incorporating the findings of the ‘ATSI Engagement Report’ through prioritisation of 
colonialism as a shock, this would show consistency and respect for the Indigenous people, 
therefore providing legitimacy for RS to continue to learn Indigenous knowledge.  
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5.3 Participation in Resilient Melbourne 
The thematic and interview analysis has found that RM’s limited engagement directly with the 
community likely prevented certain voices and concerns from being prioritised; however, 
significant insights were gained from extensive engagement with councils, academics and social 
and emergency services sectors.  
5.3.1 Who was Included? 
The development of the RM Strategy was ‘the first time in Melbourne’s history that we’ve had a 
metropolitan wide strategy led by local government’ (RMCRO). The collaboration with councils 
across Greater Melbourne was unprecedented. RM ‘did an amazing job of engaging all of their 
councils’ and this engagement was used as a template for RS’s process (Syd2). This was highly 
commended and recognised through the metropolitan area (Mulligan et al., 2016). City of 
Melbourne’s Geoff Lawler stated that “in all the time that I’ve worked here, which is about 20 
years now, this has attracted more interest from other metropolitan local governments than 
anything we’ve tried” (Mulligan et al., 2016). The engagement with councils was predominately 
done with senior levels (CEOs), meaning officers and staff at lower levels have been less 
informed (Melb5). As Mulligan et al. (2016) argue “more will need to be done to foster deeper 
LGA support for the project so that it informs the work of LGA officers and their cross-boundary 
networks”. 
In contrast with RS, RM is working closely with academic institutions. As well as having RMIT 
academics involved in the strategy-development process, Mulligan et al. (2016) studied the 
implementation of the strategy. There is also an ongoing CoM Professorial Chair in Resilient 
Cities and a resilient cities postdoctoral fellow established within the University of Melbourne to 
coordinate research across Melbourne in this space (RM, 2016, p.149).  
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The social and emergency services sectors appear to have been highly engaged throughout the 
strategy-development process. Two interviewees from those sectors, Melb6 and Melb9, were 
engaged and positive about the process and ongoing implementation.  
5.3.2 Who was Missing? 
The RM process did not engage directly with the community; instead they worked closely with 
councils who engaged directly with their constituents, as well as community-based organisations 
like the Red Cross and the Salvation Army who were aware of issues facing their communities. 
According to RM DCRO: 
‘We, being hosted by the CoM and working with these councils, didn't have the 
remit to work with the communities on the ground. So, we worked with the 
organisations who work with the communities on the ground. So that was our 
model’. 
In addition to this demarcation constraint, the RM team chose a process that best suited the 
limited time and resources available, as ‘the strategy-development process is so rapid … each of 
the cities really have to determine what model is going to be the most applicable, and the most 
viable, to do the strategy-development process within that period of time’ (RM DCRO). During 
the development of the strategy, various other large-scale consultations in Melbourne were 
underway, including Plan Melbourne and the CoM’s refresh of their 10-year community plan, so 
the RM team did not want to ‘over-consult’ the community.  
As a consequence of not engaging directly with the community, RM had limited control over 
who’s voices, and opinions were heard. Similarly, RM could not encourage participants to think 
of resilience in relation to justice or vulnerability. The RM DCRO, in response to whether issues 
of justice were raised during the consultations, reported that ‘through those agencies that we 
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engaged with, things like justice were certainly spoken about, but not something that we 
necessarily applied in our engagement model because we weren't working directly with the 
community’. 
A procedurally ‘just’ process requires transparency in the strategy-development process and 
greater public access to information. In contrast to RS, the only publicly available report that 
outlines who was involved in the process is the RM PRA, which briefly outlines who was 
involved in the development of the PRA, particularly the five focus areas (CoM, 2015, p.12-21). 
There is inadequate publicly available information to form a conclusion on the quality of 
engagement undertaken with particular communities. Furthermore, the interview schema did not 
go into sufficient detail to gain an in-depth understanding.    
Based on what has been made publicly available, it appears likely that there was limited 
engagement with multiple groups, including Indigenous people – this is suggested by the fact 
that there are no actions specific to Indigenous people. An interviewee who attended a workshop, 
suggested there may have been limited engagement with CALD and Indigenous people, stating 
there was largely ‘white’ and ‘educated’ people in the room (Melb9). Similarly, a Melbourne-
based, active environment organisation was not aware of the initiative and specified they would 
have liked to have been involved if approached (Nat1).   
Similarly, to RS, although no community members were interviewed for this research, Mulligan 
et al. (2016) found low levels of community awareness of RM.  
An interviewee stated that they do not envy RM with the huge task of creating a strategy for an 
entire city, they 
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would like [RM] to acknowledge a bit more somewhere the needs of populations, 
people, groups, neighbourhoods that may not be as advantaged’ and that 
‘sustainability, liveability and prosperity should be for all and we need to actually 
lift [the most vulnerable] up and not privilege the privileged (Melb6) 
 According to Melb9, deeper engagement with communities will be prioritised in Phase 3, the 
implementation stage.  
5.4 Power Structures in the Strategy Process and the City  
Community members consulted by RS raised their limited access to decision-making; effectively 
arguing that there are procedural injustices across the city. The issue of power imbalance and 
how this is addressed by RS and RM is a major difference between the two Strategies.  
A contextual factor for Sydney is the prioritisation of corporate over community interests – 
‘aggressive liberalisation’ and ‘neoliberal policies’ (Acuto, 2012). Prior to the formation of the 
GSC, metropolitan planning was delivered primarily by the NSW Government, who shaped 
Sydney through ‘an increasingly neoliberal agenda oriented towards regulatory flexibility’ 
(Allison, 1998). Poor engagement on large scale developments in Sydney, including the fast-
tracking of projects by the NSW Government despite community opposition (Searle & Bounds, 
1999) are key features of this environment. Melbourne faces similar issues; ‘the rapid pace and 
large scale of development across Melbourne can act as barriers to consultation’ (RM, 2016, 
p.117). A power imbalance between state and federal governments, impacting urban planning 
(Stilwell & Troy, 2000), was identified by the RSCRO: the ‘tension between local and state 
government in this city makes collaboration for community outcomes difficult’. 
For ‘just’ adaptation and resilience-building, underlying drivers of risk and vulnerability must be 
addressed in order to avoid a limited focus on physical structures and pre-existing power 
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structures (Schlosberg, 2017a, p.414). Through the strategy documents and interviews, it is clear 
both RM and RS are very aware of these drivers of risk and vulnerability. The RS Strategy 
sought to address this imbalance in both the strategy development stage and by inclusion of 
actions in the strategy to create ongoing structural change.  
RM was also very aware of this issue and had actions that sought to improve access to decision-
making, while RM did not address it to the same extent as RS. In response to the question of 
where RS sees its role in this power imbalance in the city, the RSCRO said, ‘I would describe us 
generally as a disruptor in this city and we are trying quite hard to disrupt the decision-making 
process of institutions where the lived experience of the city is not yet being considered’. As 
projects begin to be implemented, the methodological approach adopted by RS 
gives primacy to community voice in decision-making’; and the RS team is 
working ‘to identify what do each of the projects in this strategy have to articulate 
– and have to do – in order to have effectively involved the community. So, we are 
making it a programmatic requirement’ to involve the community (RSCRO).  
The RM Strategy indicates an awareness of the issue through the inclusion of the ‘Community-
led neighbourhood renewal and development pilot projects’ that aims to enable the community to 
shape their own neighbourhoods. In contrast with RS, RM’s approach is to build on existing 
institutions and structures to create change with the city, with the RMCRO stating that ‘70 or 80 
percent of the work [we do] is about existing or scaled up activities’ (Mulligan et al., 2016).  
Building on existing institutions is, in a practical sense, essential for initiatives like the MUFS 
that will bring together council’s previous strategies.  
For RMCRO, RM ‘is consciously evolutionary rather than revolutionary… if you take a look at 
the 100RC theory of change … it is that we will get further by an evolutionary process that 
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engages and empowers mayors and city government to do more’ (RMCRO). An interviewee said 
that it is the current systems that is further entrenching disadvantage and causing environmental 
harm, so building on existing institutions is not going to create genuine change; calling this type 
of initiative, ‘status quo-plus’ (Nat1). The RMCRO believes that ‘it’s really great that there are 
people in society who push for the revolution, but I don't think that that is what the opportunity 
through this particular model is’ (RMCRO).  
So why is there such a different approach being taken by RS and RM? Three reasons may 
account for this difference; RS learnt from RM, deeper engagement by RS led to a higher 
prioritisation of issues of power structures, and the CRF was applied differently based on the 
different contexts.  
RS was a second wave city, meaning it had the opportunity to learn from RM and other 100RC 
member cities. Interviewees from RS spoke extremely highly of the RM team and the support 
provided by them, stating the connection with RM has been valuable (RSCRO). Although this 
view has not been confirmed, it is possible that the RS team learnt through the RM team a new 
approach to the power imbalance matter; that is, to found its legitimacy on the will of the people. 
Another possible reason for the different approach between the cities is that through the 
engagement process RS undertook (that is, engaging directly with community members), the 
issue of this power imbalance continued to arise, which lead to RS understanding the importance 
of the issue, therefore prioritising it. This issue may not have come up as regularly during the 
RM process.  
Lastly, it is possible that the CRF was applied differently in the Sydney context to the Melbourne 
context. As raised in Section 4.1.1, the CRF does not take account of the uneven distribution of 
power across society. The presence of inequity within a system, as supported in the recent work 
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by Romero-Lankao et al. (2018), needs to be considered to address to root cause of instability 
within a city. Building on the previous two points, the application of the CRF in the Sydney 
context may have been different because RS may have learnt from RM and other global cities. 
Also, given RS has not followed the traditional 100RC process, they may have prioritised the 
views of the community. It seems apparent that if the CRF does not address this issue, so it is 
likely that many global strategies will not be considering uneven power dynamics in their 
strategies.   
The chapter assessed the RM and RS strategies from a procedural justice perspective. The 
following section therefore looks at the issue of distributive justice.  
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Chapter 6: Distributive Justice in the Strategies 
For me, to build resilience means addressing the needs of disadvantaged and 
vulnerable populations ... By supporting those to build resilience for themselves 
in their everyday lives we’ll bring the level of resilience of the whole of 
Melbourne up’ (Melb6) 
This chapter contributes to the literature by being the first distributive justice analysis of RM and 
RS. Through the thematic analysis of the two strategies and the interviews, this analysis finds 
that, even though the conception of spatial inequity across the city is well understood, as evident 
through conversations with individuals involved, this has not been operationalised adequately 
through actions in the strategies.  
This chapter begins by outlining how RM and RS conceptualise distributive justice, followed by 
identifying a strength in both strategies: the articulation of, and actions relevant to, urban heat 
and vulnerability, an issue of distributive injustice. This chapter will then argue that both cities’ 
exclusion of waste and pollution as a stress on the city – or at least as an action – is distributively 
unjust, as it is the outer suburbs and lower socio-economic regions that are most impacted by 
this. This chapter then concludes by arguing that RM and RS could advocate for improved 
access to transport.  
6.1 Conceptualising Distributive Justice 
As outlined in Chapter 4, thematic analysis found that the Strategies acknowledge the 
disproportionate impacts of environmental harms, particularly in relation to heat, but provide a 
limited consideration of the distribution of environmental goods or benefits. Distributive 
injustice is recognised in relation to the ‘stresses’ facing Sydney, that limited opportunities and 
education, particularly in Western Sydney (WS) is ‘increasing geographic and social inequity 
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and the financial vulnerability of communities to shock events’ (RS, 2018, p.35). Similarly, RM 
acknowledges the ‘entrenched disadvantage’ of ‘those located furthest from the central business 
district’ (RM, 2016, p.20).  
During interviews with both cities’ CROs and DCROs, it became evident that they were 
conscious of the city’s most vulnerable, particularly given that these concerns were being raised 
by the community. According to the RSCRO, ‘geographic equity, socio-economic, cultural, 
gender … all of them were raised [in the engagement process] …, the community articulate it 
very clearly’. Syd2 who was actively involved in the process, stated that the community 
understood that in the parts of Sydney that have better access to opportunity, as 
well as the parts of Sydney that don't … inequity is just plaguing cities pretty 
much all over the world for one reason or another and particularly because we 
are all in this time of massive urbanisation and growth. 
The RMCRO said that ‘by building social cohesion and social connection we are going to be 
much more successful in being happier when times are good and work together when times are 
not good’. This divide in the spatial inequity of environmental impacts is most clearly 
demonstrated by the heat impacts in West Melbourne (Nat1) and WS (Syd8).  
6.2 Urban Heat and Vulnerability 
The understanding of differentiated vulnerability to risk, a conception of distributive justice is 
demonstrated in both cities’ articulations of urban heat vulnerability across the city. Both 
strategies identify extreme heat as a major shock and identified actions to reduce the impact of 
the UHIE on the city, particularly in areas where vulnerable populations reside.  
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Heat waves kills more Australians than any other natural disaster (Coates et al., 2014). As 
highlighted by Syd2, ‘heat waves affect 100% of Sydney, but it matters who you are, and it 
matters where you are’. Extreme heat disproportionately impacts communities in WS, and 
residents in the western, inner-north and south-eastern suburbs of Melbourne (Loughnan et al., 
2013). This vulnerability is based on risk factors including spatial location, income, limited tree 
cover and health condition (Loughnan et al., 2013), particularly affecting the elderly (Rodin, 
2014, p.77).  
Actions proposed by both cities speak to 12th ‘Principle of EJ’ adopted almost three decades ago 
(Lee, 1992): 
the need for urban and rural ecological policies to clean up and rebuild our cities 
and rural areas in balance with nature, honoring the cultural integrity of all our 
communities, and provided fair access for all to the full range of resources. 
One of RS’s flagship actions is the ‘Cool Suburbs’ initiative that specifically works with 
organisations in WS to create an urban cooling strategy that reduces temperatures, increases 
canopy cover and reduces the risk to vulnerable populations in extreme heat. Action 25 also 
proposes mapping vulnerabilities at the District7 planning level, acknowledging that having this 
information can lead to improved decision-making. One of RM’s flagship actions is the MUFS 
that aims to extend urban greening to reduce exposure to extreme heat. The action clearly 
articulates that heatwaves disproportionately impact the most vulnerable including older 
residents and those who are financially disadvantaged.  
                                                 
7 District refers to GSC’s five Districts (GSC, 2018) 
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The limited access to nature and green spaces that exacerbates the UHIE in western parts of 
Melbourne is also an issue of distributive injustice (Nat1). Access to nature is important to well-
being; however, that access is also unequally distributed, with studies finding a strong correlation 
between socio-economic status and tree cover in Australian cities (Shanahan et al., 2014). If 
these actions are implemented with vulnerable communities in mind, this can improve the health 
and well-being of these residents. The benefits to mental and physical health and wellbeing are a 
major motivation for individuals involved in delivering the action (Melb7, Melb8). 
6.3 The Unjust Accumulation of Waste and Pollution 
The increasing production of pollution and waste is accumulating unmitigated, and the 
distribution of this harm is unevenly felt across the city. This section argues that to achieve a 
distributively-just strategy, this stress should be given higher priority in the future; given that it is 
the outer suburbs and lower socio-economic regions that are most impacted.  
In Melbourne’s west, communities are facing an unjust burden of environmental harms, 
including the expansion of waste facilities (e.g. Ravenhall and Werribee landfills), encroachment 
upon communities, toxic dumping and heavy truck traffic, creating pollution and negative health 
impacts (EJA, 2018). This is an issue of distributive justice because this burden created citywide 
is placed on certain unwilling communities. When this concern was raised with RMCRO, they 
highlighted that the issue did not come up during the consultation stages stating:  
Do I personally believe it's a really important issue? Massively. On a whole 
range of levels. It was just something that didn't come up sufficiently through the 
strategy-development process. Is that an oversight? Possibly. Were we true to 
[the 100RC] process? Absolutely. We very consciously did not try to tackle 
everything, so we were more focused. The [RM] strategy is not the perfect [CRS], 
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but it was the right strategy for metropolitan Melbourne at a moment in time. The 
second strategy may well pick up waste issues, and perhaps more attention to 
Circular Economy concepts overall. 
This is likely a reflection on the timing of the consultations. Consultations happened before 
waste issues became highly contested in January 2018, as China placed restrictions on imported 
recycling materials (NSW EPA, 2018). Despite there being no action specific to waste or 
pollution reduction, the MUFS is expected to reduce pollution.  
Similarly, in Sydney, the accumulation of waste and pollution did not make the final list of 
stresses. Issues with air quality and waste management were captured in the process, and likely 
made it to the top 10 list, then were not prioritised (Syd3). ‘Pockets of councils’ brought up these 
issues (waste in eastern suburbs and pollution in WS), however, according to someone active in 
the development of the strategy, community members did not raise this concern (Syd3).  
Access to a healthy environment is essential to well-being, therefore essential in building urban 
resilience. The EJ movement and subsequent literature was borne out of conflicts over pollution 
and environmental hazards, in predominantly African-American communities. Key literature 
includes Bullard’s (1983) study on the uneven distribution of waste sites.  
Giving higher priority to accumulating pollution and waste over other stresses would go against 
the 100RC process that requires a technical assessment then testing the findings on the 
community. The next review of the shocks and stresses risk assessment could attempt to address 
this issue, potentially through highlighting with the community the importance of the issue given 
its disproportionate impact. 
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6.4 Access to Transport to Address Injustices   
Public transport is crucial for an individual’s participation in a city to access opportunities and 
necessary resources that are distributed across the city, but this access is often unevenly 
distributed across place and communities (Karner et al., 2018). Improved access to public 
transport helps address social isolation, improves connectivity to improve social cohesion, and 
reduces pollution and congestion. For many decades, urban planning has prioritised private 
vehicles over public transport resulting in ‘social isolation in outer suburbs’ (Mulligan et al., 
2016). Improved public transport can reduce ‘tribalism’ (Syd3) and racism in Sydney, by 
enabled people to visit different parts of the city (Syd5).  
Public transport is also essential in transporting away from shocks, even simply getting away 
from home to a cooler area during a heat wave. A social services provider shared that, as grass-
fires spread in the fringe areas of Melbourne, certain communities without access to a car may 
become stranded (Melb6). Limited access to public transport in outer regions of Sydney and 
Melbourne further entrenches disadvantage and increases vulnerability to shocks. 
Both strategies have transport-related actions. RS’s ‘collaborate for cross-city active transport’ 
intends to address transport across the whole city (RS, 2018, p.69) and RM’s ‘metropolitan 
cycling network’ aims to reduce congestion while building social cohesion and other benefits 
(RS, 2018, p.113). 
Transport systems and infrastructure are predominantly managed by state and federal 
governments, therefore RM’s and RS’s ability to implement transport-related actions is limited. 
However, RM and RS are involved in multiple actions, like the Melbourne Metro Rail Project, 
30-year Infrastructure Strategy for Victoria and Sydney’s ‘improve access to health precincts’. 
These actions are ‘aligned’ actions (see Figure 6), meaning RM and RS work with, advocate for 
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and influence these projects through working with the organisation delivering the action. This 
presents the opportunity for RM and RS to advocate for the inclusion of procedurally and 
distributively-just processes and outcomes within the initiatives. This could be achieved through 
the promotion of principles like ‘equal participation for all’ and ‘prioritising the most vulnerable’ 
(Paavola & Adger, 2006) and not making decisions without those most affected being present in 
the process. 
6.5 Chapter Summary  
This chapter analysed the distributive justice themes in the RS and RM Strategies, drawing on 
the thematic analysis of the documents and the participant interviews.  
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Chapter 7 - Conclusion 
This chapter begins by outlining the key contributions and findings of this research, followed by 
the implications, including the opportunities for future research. It then summarises how these 
findings mirror other EJ studies and the climate adaptation literature. The chapter then addresses 
the research’s shortcomings before concluding with some final remarks. 
7.1 Key Contributions and Findings 
7.1.1 Environmental Justice in the 100RC CRF 
This research has contributed the first analysis of the CRF from an EJ perspective. The thematic 
analysis found that while promoting procedural justice as a driver in a city’s resilience, the CRF 
provides a limited attention to distributive justice and power structures. As a consequence, the 
CRF, when being implemented, may fail to pick up issues of justice, unless a procedurally just 
strategy-development process is actively adopted by the city. Furthermore, the exclusion of 
attention to entrenched uneven power structures in the CRF prevents the underlying drivers of 
risk and vulnerability – various political, economic and social structures – from being addressed. 
7.1.2 Procedural justice 
As the first study of any sort on RS, the first comparative analysis of any 100RC member cities 
and the first EJ analysis of a CRS in a developed nation, this research assessed how EJ was 
considered in both the process undertaken to develop the CRS and the actions and priorities that 
resulted from that process.  
The procedural justice analysis of participant interviews articulated the major motivation behind 
the level of community engagement undertaken by RS: RS needed to gain legitimacy in a 
complex metropolitan governance system by drawing largely on community views. It also found 
that the RS process was successful in involving the people most affected by decisions made; yet 
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particular at-risk groups were under-represented, including young people, people from CALD 
backgrounds, volunteer organisations and academics. RM’s limited direct engagement with the 
community during the strategy-development process may have muted the voices of particular at-
risk groups such that their concerns were under-represented in the CRS; however, RM engaged 
strongly with councils, academics, and social and emergency services. 
Importantly, the absence of colonisation from the final list of shocks in RS’s CRS represents a 
procedurally-unjust outcome; and suggests that consistent listening is necessary to gain 
legitimacy to obtain Indigenous knowledge. A major difference between RM and RS was their 
differing approaches to addressing procedurally-unjust structural power imbalances within the 
cities, both in the strategy-development process and the actions. As a consequence, the 
underlying drivers of risk and vulnerability are more adequately acted on within the RS strategy.   
7.1.3 Distributive justice 
The distributive justice analysis found that despite the strong awareness of spatial inequity by 
interviewees, such inequity has not been operationalised adequately through actions in the 
Strategies. Differential vulnerability to the risk of urban heat has been well articulated however 
both cities’ exclusion of accumulating waste and pollution as a stress could be prioritised in 
future iterations of the strategy, given that the impacts of this stress is unevenly distributed. It 
was proposed that RM and RS could advocate for the inclusion of procedurally and 
distributively-just processes and outcomes within the initiatives of their collaborators. 
7.2 Overall Findings in the Context of the Literature 
In the context of the academic literature, these conclusions mirror the findings of other EJ 
studies. As echoed in the work of Schlosberg et al. (2017) and Walker (2012), notions of 
procedural justice and injustice were raised by both the participants in the strategy-development 
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process and the interviews, illustrating that conceptions of justice go beyond the original 
conception of justice in the EJ literature, distributive justice. 
Furthermore, community members, more so than other stakeholders, were concerned about 
structural inequality, pointing to the need for ‘transformational adaptation’ that addresses the 
root economic, social and political causes of vulnerability (Perez Catala, 2014). The 
transformation framework proposed and tested in practice by Pelling et al. (2015) found that 
‘provoking system change through engagement with political leaders and technocrats has 
different implications than working towards transformation of individuals [and] vulnerable 
peoples’. This ‘transformational adaptation’ appeared to be better understood by the community, 
as evident through the community contributions during consultations, in contrast to other 
stakeholders engaged in the strategy-development process. Furthermore, the community’s 
awareness of structural inequality is also at odds with limited role of power and structural 
inequality in the CRF. 
Schlosberg et al. (2017) demonstrate that community engagement during climate adaptation 
policy development contributes to just processes and outcomes; perhaps because community 
members tended to be concerned, not only about risk, but about social justice and 
transformational change. This mirrors the finding that the focus on procedural justice during 
RS’s CRS development process led to greater inclusion of justice considerations in the strategy, 
as described by Walker (2012).  
The research on citizens’ perceptions to adaptation planning in Sydney by Schlosberg et al. 
(2017) found that the community was aware of differentiated vulnerability. RM’s and RS’s 
strategies also acknowledge that communities differ in the risks they face and their degree of 
vulnerability to those risks.  
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Finally, the importance of prioritising the most vulnerable, as described by (Paavola & Adger, 
2006) in order to build resilience across the whole city resonated throughout the interview 
responses. 
Given this research is a new area of EJ research, these parallels with other EJ studies and the 
climate adaptation literature provides an indication of the validity of the findings. 
7.3 Limitations of the Research  
A limiting factor in this honours research has been the time and resources available to undertake 
the study. Additional interviews with community and other organisations would have contributed 
to a greater understanding of the strategy-development process. Similarly, some individuals 
declined the interview, due to their own capacity issues and potentially because this research was 
undertaken by an Honours student. Importantly, engagement with individuals not involved in the 
process may have surfaced new perspectives on the topic of vulnerability and justice in the cities. 
A major unexpected limitation of the research was the later than expected release of the RS 
strategy which resulted in a shorter time than originally planned to do the research.  
7.4 Implications for Future Research 
Further inquiry could seek to undertake a similar procedural and distributive EJ analysis of the 
100RC CRS globally, to understand how other cities address injustices. A comparison between 
this research and the other EJ analysis of a 100RC member city Medellin in Columbia could 
identify patterns that could demonstrate how the 100RC strategy-development process and CRF 
could be amended to ensure the inclusion of justice considerations.  
Further consideration could be given to aspects of EJ theory that were not the focus of this study, 
including non-human organisms and ecosystems; the resilience of which directly impact human 
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resilience and is arguably, a distributive justice matter (Schlosberg, 2007). A critical theoretical 
approach to EJ might yield additional insights through a focus on the ‘multiple forms of equity’ 
and in-depth analysis on entrenched power in society (Pellow, 2016). Applying the capabilities 
approach to the strategies would encompass the ‘everyday experience of climate change’ 
(Schlosberg, 2017). 
Pill (2017) has shown that philanthropic organisations influence the governance of cities through 
the provision of funding and contribution to policy agenda which has tended to ‘align with the 
prevailing neoliberal policy discourse’, which appears to echo the findings of this research. 
Future research on strategies could build on the findings of the EJ analysis of the CRF, 
particularly on the inadequate consideration of power structures, to gain a greater understanding 
of the role of philanthropic organisations and their impact on city-building and policy-making. 
Research on the potential negative impacts of resilience should be explored, since – as pointed 
out by one interviewee (Syd6) – the promotion of personal and community resilience could be at 
the expense of well-being. Instances of communities resisting being labelled as ‘resilient’ 
Davoudi (2018), suggests that some people oppose to the focus on individual, responsibility-
based, neoliberal strategies that do not address underlying political and structural issues that 
cause the injustices in the first place. Other potential negative consequences of the 
implementation of a 100RC approach could be the further entrenchment of power structures, if 
not addressed adequately.  
Further research could also investigate some of the questions left unanswered like the reasons 
why not all councils were involved in RM and why the ‘ATSI Engagement Report’ was not 
made public. Lastly, a longer-term study following the implementation stage of the RS strategy, 
as currently being undertaken in Melbourne (Melb10), could focus on the consideration of 
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justice in the action implementation, including an evaluation of the extent to which the intended 
outcomes of the initiative was achieved.  
7.5 Some Final Words 
This research asserts that the CRF has the capacity to address vulnerability and EJ, since this has 
been achieved in RS’s Strategy; in this case, by prioritising community views over the CRF 
standard process and over other decision-makers in the city. The exclusion of the shock of 
colonisation is an example of this at play, as the faithful implementation of the 100RC process 
may have prevented this shock from being prioritised over others. This highlights the importance 
of undertaking a procedurally just process, to achieve distributively just outcomes. 
The future of resilience in these cities largely depends on how the organisations that will be 
delivering actions will embed procedurally-just processes and distributively-just outcomes. 
Similarly, given the responsibility lies on RM and RS to coordinate (and in the case of RM, 
implement) some of the actions, it raises the question of whether RM and RS themselves will be 
‘resilient’ – could the actions withstand the ‘shock’ of a funding cut to the RM and RS teams? 
100RC is a new initiative and cities are only just beginning to develop and implement their 
CRSs. The difficulty of developing a strategy to build resilience for an entire city is clear from 
this research, particularly given the complexity of the governance systems, political context and 
multi-faceted nature of social inequality. Despite these difficulties, now is an opportune time to 
consider environmental justice; to build procedurally-just principles into our global CRSs, as it 
will only become more difficult as the shocks and stresses worsen. Principles of procedural 
justice, such as ‘equal participation for all’ and ‘putting the most vulnerable first’, must be 
included both in the development of the strategies, and the actions in global CRSs since it is only 
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by having procedurally just strategies that distributively-just outcomes can be achieved for 
residents of a resilient city. 
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Appendices 
Appendix A: Documents Chosen for Analysis    
The documents used in the document analysis and the years the were released. 
Melbourne Sydney 
Preliminary Resilience Assessment 2015 Agenda Setting Workshop Report 2015 
Resilient Melbourne Strategy 2016 City Context Report 2016 
Resilient Melbourne Delivery Office 
Annual Report 2016-2017 
Preliminary Resilience Assessment 2016 
Resilient Melbourne Delivery Office 
Annual Report 2017-2018 
Phase 2 Engagement Report 2017 
Resilient Sydney Stakeholder Workshop 
Outcomes, 2017, Cred Consulting and JOC 
Phase 2 Diagnostic Report 2017 
Resilient Sydney Strategy 2018 
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Appendix B: Research Interview Themes and Questions 
Interview questions were adapted based on the individual interviewee’s involvement in the 
development of the strategies. The questions below were starting questions, guided the 
conversation and the interviewer asked followed up questions based on the responses provided. 
This list of questions was written for individuals highly engaged in the strategy-development 
process. Other interviewees were asked similar questions, although not as many.  
Themes 
• Understanding the actors and processes in urban resilience building 
• Understanding the consultation periods and the issues raised by the community and other 
stakeholders 
• The inclusion of environmental justice8 and vulnerability in resilience strategies 
• Understanding the shocks and stresses unique to each city 
• Institutional and processual barriers to factoring in environmental justice in urban 
resilience  
Potential questions 
Warm up 
• What is your organisation’s role in building resilient cities, and what is your specific role 
in your organisation? 
                                                 
8 Environmental justice is the fair treatment and meaningful involvement of all people regardless of race, 
colour, national origin, or income with respect to the development, implementation, and enforcement of 
regulations and policies. 
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Process  
• Did your team work with Resilient Melbourne? Was there the sharing of lessons etc?  
• How did your team work with the 100 Resilient Cities (100RC) team? 
• Were there issues with using 100RC resources (e.g. City Resilience Framework and 
Resilience Assessment Methodology) in the Sydney/Melbourne context?   
• Were there any differences or tensions between the priorities of 100RC and/or their 
contractors and the community concerns?  
Community Consultation, environmental justice and vulnerability 
• How were individuals and organisations chosen as participants in the strategy-
development process?  
o Do you think that anyone was left out? 
o How do you think broader community concerns differ from the concerns of 
specific stakeholders? 
• During the community consultation periods, did individuals and the community raises 
concerns around how certain groups will be disproportionately affected by action or 
inaction? Can you give some examples? 
• Given you consulted extensively with stakeholders and the community, can you discuss 
what came up as the most prominent issues of vulnerability. If so, who brought it up, and 
how was it done? 
• Did any stakeholders or participants refer to issues of environmental justice during the 
development process of the strategy? If so, who brought it up, and how was it done? 
• During the community consultation periods, what did you find were the most pressing 
issues discussed by the community? 
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Strategy development 
• What do you think an ‘environmentally just’ resilience program would look like? In both 
process and outcomes? 
• Do you think your organisation’s involvement in building resilience is leading to 
effective change, particularly in addressing social vulnerability?  
o How do you measure this? 
• In your opinion, how do the five ‘Directions’ relate to concerns of vulnerability and 
environmental justice? 
• What/who are the main things that need to change, be implemented or enhanced to 
improve the implementation of the actions under the strategies?  
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Appendix C: List of Interviewees and Reference Codes  
The 18 individuals who were interviewed for this research and their respective reference codes, 
type of stakeholder and interview type. 
Reference Type Interview Type 
Melbourne 
RMCRO Council – RM Chief Resilience Office, hosted by 
City of Melbourne 
Face to Face 
RMDCRO Council – RM Deputy Chief Resilience Officer, 
hosted by City of Melbourne 
Face to Face 
Melb3 Academic – urban studies Video Call 
Melb4 Council – Northern Subregion9 Face to Face 
Melb5 Council – Northern Subregion Face to Face 
Melb6 Peak Body Group – Social Services  Face to Face 
Melb7 Private Sector – Environmental Services  Video Call 
Melb8 Private Sector– Environmental Services Video Call 
Melb9 State Gov – Emergency Services  Video Call 
Melb10 Academic – Resilient Cities  Face to Face 
Sydney   
                                                 
9 One of Greater Melbourne’s five subregions, as identified by Plan Melbourne (Vic Gov, 2014). 
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RSCRO Council – RS Chief Resilience Officer, hosted by 
City of Sydney 
Face to Face 
Syd2 Council – Eastern Harbour City10  Face to Face 
Syd3 Private Sector – Engineering Consultancy  Face to Face 
Syd4 NGO – Social Services  Face to Face 
Syd5 NGO – Religious-based Organisation Face to Face 
Syd6 State Gov – Social Services  Face to Face 
Syd7 Council – Eastern Harbour City Face to Face 
Syd8 Council – Western Parkland City  Video Call 
National   
Nat1 NGO – Environmental Organisation Video Call 
 
  
                                                 
10 One of Greater Sydney’s three metropolis cities, as identified by Greater Sydney Commission 
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Appendix D: Definitions of Stages and Methods in the CRS Development Process 
The definitions of the various stages in the CRS development process, taken from multiple 
sources as indicated. 
Stages Definitions 
Resilience 
Perceptions 
The city’s perceptions of resilience produced using the 100RC City 
Perceptions Assessment tool ‘to align stakeholder and community 
feedback on city resilience strengths and weaknesses against the City 
Resilience Framework’. (RS, 2016a) 
Actions Inventory ‘An overview of actions already improving resilience’ within the city, 
which are then ‘identified and mapped against the City Resilience 
Framework’ (RS, 2016b) 
Unique City 
Context 
Presented though a report that ‘summarises the current position and 
strengths and weaknesses within the dimensions of Health and 
Wellbeing, Economy and Society, Infrastructure and 
Environment, and Leadership and Strategy.’ (RS, 2016a) 
Shocks Acute shocks are sudden, abrupt events that threaten a city, such as natural 
disasters and terrorist attacks (RM, 2016) (p.11) 
Stresses Chronic stresses are ‘challenges that weaken the fabric of a city’, such as 
unemployment, violence and resource scarcity (RM, 2016) (p.11). 
114 
 
Preliminary 
Resilience 
Assessment (PRA) 
An assessment that provides a summary of the state of resilience in the 
city to date, the work being undertaken to understand the city's key future 
challenges and opportunities and identifying themes for building 
resilience in the city. (RS, 2016a) 
City's Custom 
Scope of Work 
Developed at the end of Phase 1, a ‘scope of works for Phase II is 
developed to provide an overview of the next steps, identify timelines and 
the critical path for the development of the [CRS]’. (RS, 2016b) 
Discovery Areas The Preliminary Resilience Assessment uses material in the City Context 
Reports to identify Discovery Areas, or research questions, proposed for 
further investigation in Phase II of the CRS development program (RS, 
2016a). 
Working/Project 
Team 
The team coordinating the development of the Strategy, comprising 
usually of the Chief Resilience Officer and Deputy and supported by the 
Strategy Partner. 
Steering 
Committee 
The Steering Committee provides leadership and vision to guide the 
Strategy development process. Members provide diverse expert 
perspectives across government, business and academia to ensure the 
Working Team is robust in considering all relevant information and 
perspectives (RS, 2016b). (p.10) 
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Appendix E: The Five Directions in the Resilient Sydney Strategy  
The five directions in the Resilient Sydney Strategy and a short description of each taken from 
(RS, 2018).  
Direction Description 
Direction 1 ‘People centred city’ aims to enable the community in decision making for 
‘growth and equity’, to ensure people are connected to public transport, 
affordable housing, education and employment (pages 64-71).  
Direction 2 ‘Live with our climate’ encourages we adapt to ensure we sustain our 
‘quality of life’ and environment, ensure communities have access to nature 
and public spaces (p.74-81). 
Direction 3 ‘Connect to Strength’ aims to ensure all people in Sydney have a sense of 
belonging and ‘equal access’ to the city, economy and engagement in the 
city (p.84-91). 
Direction 4 ‘Get Ready’ is helping individuals and organisations to be prepared for risks 
and shocks that face the city (p.94-103). 
Direction 5 ‘One City’ focuses on overcoming disjointed governance by building 
collaborative and leadership in governance (RS, 2018, p.106-111). 
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Appendix F: Thematic Analysis of Resilient Sydney Strategy  
The thematic, document analysis of the Resilient Sydney Strategy (RS, 2018), broken down 
based on whether the text example of related to justice themes procedural or distributive justice. 
Each theme is then broken down into a sub-theme, of which there are four for procedural justice, 
and three for distributive justice. The example from the text is included as well as a description.  
Reference code structure 
RS -  The Resilient Sydney (RS) or Resilient Melbourne (RM) Strategy 
1 - Environmental justice theme, procedural (1) or distributive justice (2) 
1 - 
Procedural Justice Sub-theme: Improved access to decision-making (1), Engaging 
with specific groups (2), Leadership and civic participation (3), power relations (4) 
Distributive Justice Sub-theme: Considering distributive justice (1), not considering 
distributive justice (2), mitigation of climate change (3) 
1 -  Specific argument notes and text example within each sub theme 
 
Code Theme Sub-theme Notes Text example 
RS1.1.1  Procedural 
Justice 
Improved 
access to 
decision-
making 
Greater say in decision 
making: this is the 
priority mentioned in 
the RS vision, showing 
that they have 
‘The directions in this 
strategy reflect the 
priorities people want 
for Sydney’s future- 
providing a greater say 
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prioritised this issue 
over most other issues  
in decisions that affect 
them…’ (p.15).  
RS1.1.2 Procedural 
Justice 
Improved 
access to 
decision-
making 
Co-creation and access 
to decision-making 
ongoing 
‘You are invited to 
make your own Sydney 
resilience commitment 
and take part in the 
actions in this plan’ 
(p.15)  
RS1.1.3 Procedural 
Justice 
Improved 
access to 
decision-
making 
When inviting 
organisations to take 
the City Resilience 
Commitment, RS 
emphasises tells 
organisations the 
following quotes, this 
is one of six points 
highlighting the 
importance of it. 
‘You will also 
contribute to building 
Sydney’s resilience 
when your organisation 
acts to… engage with 
the people in the city 
who are most impacted 
by your decisions’ 
(p.19). 
RS1.1.4 Procedural 
Justice 
Improved 
access to 
decision-
making 
Consistent questions 
were asked to all 
consultation 
stakeholders, number 
one question was about 
‘Are we engaging 
widely to support 
decision making and 
connecting people, 
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engagement. This is 
more evidence that 
access to decision 
making is underpinning 
the whole Strategy and 
process 
communities and 
organisations?’ (p.31).  
RS1.1.5 Procedural 
Justice 
Improved 
access to 
decision-
making 
Acknowledgement that 
community want to be 
involved in decision-
making 
‘There is an appetite for 
communities to act in 
collaboration and 
partnership with 
government and 
business’ (p.38) 
 
‘From a community 
perspective, 
consultation on city 
changes are led by 
many separate 
government and private 
sector organisations 
operating at different 
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scales and lacking 
coordination.’ (p.38)  
RS1.1.6 Procedural 
Justice 
Improved 
access to 
decision-
making 
Direction 1, Action 6: 
‘Build Community 
Capacity through co-
design’’. This action is 
specifically designed to 
improve access to 
decision making. 
The action will ‘bring 
together partners to 
deliver a leadership 
paper and event, 
inviting policy change 
to engage more 
residents in the design 
and provisions of 
services’ (p.71) 
RS1.1.7 Procedural 
Justice 
Improved 
access to 
decision-
making 
Transparency and 
honesty 
‘Sydney is a beautiful, 
prosperous and multi-
cultural city but it is 
struggling to maintain 
its liveability and 
equity’ (p.14) 
RS1.1.8 Procedural 
Justice 
Improved 
access to 
decision-
making 
As well as being a 
factor in the way the 
Resilient Sydney team 
and the Strategy would 
be positioned, the 
complexity of the 
‘Fragmented 
governance and distrust 
is one of Sydney’s 
biggest challenges and 
collaboration is a 
priority. Community 
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system was 
acknowledged in 
another way throughout 
the strategy 
development process. It 
was acknowledged as a 
priority consideration 
in how actions were 
developed. 
 
concerns relate to how 
separate decisions are 
made that determine 
housing, infrastructure 
and services, 
transportation, 
education and 
employment’ (p.38).     
RS1.1.9 Procedural 
Justice 
Improved 
access to 
decision-
making 
And the issue of 
collaborative decision-
making was chosen as 
an action in various 
forms, including 
Direction 1, Action 2, 
‘Network metropolitan 
practitioners for 
community agency’ 
which will: 
 
‘… explore community 
engagement in strategic 
decisions that address 
metropolitan scale 
risks, challenges and 
investments… The 
network will enable 
engagement 
practitioners to work 
together to ensure those 
most impacted have a 
voice, and key strategic 
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decisions are truly 
people-centred.’ (p.68) 
RS1.2.1 Procedural 
Justice 
Engaging with 
specific 
groups 
Inclusion of ‘most 
vulnerable’: RS 
highlights a solution to 
community concern 
around lack of 
coordination in 
planning, including 
over involvement of 
private sector:  
‘solutions include 
encouraging best 
practice in inclusive 
engagement to ensure 
decision-making put 
people first and the 
most impacted are the 
most included in 
decisions’ (p.38) 
RS1.2.2 Procedural 
Justice 
Engaging with 
specific 
groups 
Indigenous 
Engagement: 'Who We 
Consulted' 
‘Elders Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander 
Elders from across 
metropolitan Sydney’ 
(p.32) 
RS1.2.3 Procedural 
Justice 
Engaging with 
specific 
groups 
Indigenous 
Engagement: 
Justification for 
engagement with 
Indigenous people 
‘The metropolis is 
home to the largest 
population of ATSI 
peoples in Australia’ 
(p.42) 
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RS1.2.4 Procedural 
Justice 
Engaging with 
specific 
groups 
Indigenous 
Engagement: 
Acknowledges lessons 
can be learned from 
other 100RC member 
cities like Christchurch, 
New Zealand 
‘The Treaty Partnership 
began in 1940 as a pact 
between the Maori 
people and the Crown. 
Today it fosters a truly 
collaborative, bi-
cultural model of 
governance regarding 
resilience and day to 
day governance’ (p.25). 
RS1.2.5 Procedural 
Justice 
Engaging with 
specific 
groups 
Indigenous 
Engagement: Number 1 
shock identified by 
Elders, was not 
included in final list of 
shocks 
‘Elders identified a 
single key shock, the 
European Colonisation 
of the Sydney Basin as 
the single most 
impactful event on their 
ancestors, their lives, 
and the region’ (p.49) 
RS1.2.6 Procedural 
Justice 
Engaging with 
specific 
groups 
Indigenous 
Engagement: Direction 
3, Action 17, This 
action is already 
completed by RS. This 
‘Learning from First 
Nations Elders and 
community leaders – 
experts in resilience and 
survival’ (p.88) 
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was about engaging 
with First Nations 
Elders in the 
development of this 
Strategy 
RS1.2.7 Procedural 
Justice 
Engaging with 
specific 
groups 
Indigenous 
Engagement: Direction 
3, Action 21, ‘Promote 
broad adoption of 
Welcome to Country 
protocols’- this action 
was developed by 
Indigenous members 
during consultations 
‘Acknowledging 
country, people, 
language and culture is 
a simple and important 
step to express cultural 
respect and understand’ 
(p.91) 
RS1.2.8 Procedural 
Justice 
Engaging with 
specific 
groups 
Youth Engagement: 
Acknowledges lessons 
can be learned from 
other 100RC member 
cities like Thessaloniki, 
Greece  
‘Youth empowerment 
was achieved through 
outreach and the 
convening of a Youth 
Council for a city 
government to foster 
the country’s next 
generation of leaders’ 
(p.24) 
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RS1.2.9 Procedural 
Justice 
Engaging with 
specific 
groups 
Engagement 
methodology 
‘Community – groups 
of residents from the 
metropolitan planning 
districts of Sydney, 
with each group 
reflecting the 
demographic, socio-
economic and cultural 
profile of its district’ 
(p.32) 
RS1.3.1 Procedural 
Justice 
Leadership 
and civic 
participation 
Direction 3, ‘Connect 
for Strength’, is all 
about ensuring Sydney 
siders feel a sense of 
belonging.  
‘building opportunities 
for economic and civic 
participation for all our 
communities is critical 
for ensuring everyone is 
able to prosper and 
thrive across our city’ 
(p.85) 
RS1.3.2 Procedural 
Justice 
Leadership 
and civic 
participation 
Leadership and cultural 
considerations 
considered in Direction 
3 
‘We will create 
opportunities for all our 
cultural communities to 
participate in leadership 
positions in our 
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organisations to ensure 
everyone in our city can 
thrive and prosper. This 
will include engaging in 
ongoing dialogue about 
racial equity and 
identity’ (p.85) 
RS1.3.3 Procedural 
Justice 
Leadership 
and civic 
participation 
Direction 3, Action 22, 
‘Support Diversity in 
leadership’: Is about 
ensuring diversity in 
leadership positions so 
that cultural bias is 
limited and improve 
opportunities for 
participation in 
employment for diverse 
groups. 
‘Better inclusion will 
reduce cultural bias and 
improve opportunities 
for participation in 
employment for 
different cultural groups 
and increase 
productivity for our 
city.’ (p.91) 
RS1.4.1 Procedural 
Justice 
Power 
relations: 
Putting 
community 
Community’s views 
valued 
‘Of all these responses, 
the community 
provided the clearest 
insights into the city as 
a system’ (p.32) 
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before other 
interests 
RS2.1.1 Distributive 
Justice 
Considering 
issues of 
distributive 
justice 
One of the 7 guiding 
principles of resilience  
‘Strive for equitable 
outcomes’ (p.31) 
RS2.1.1 Distributive 
Justice 
Considering 
issues of 
distributive 
justice 
Acknowledgement of 
distributive justice in 
Sydney’s stresses 
‘There is a lack of 
transport diversity and 
employment diversity, 
particularly in Western 
Sydney. These 
contribute to increasing 
geographic and social 
inequity and the 
financial vulnerability 
of communities to 
shock events’ (p.35) 
RS2.1.2 Distributive 
Justice 
Considering 
issues of 
distributive 
justice 
Direction 1, ‘People 
Centred City’ 
‘Ensuring the most 
impacted are 
included… We will put 
people first by ensuring 
skills and services are 
accessible to 
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communities across 
metropolitan Sydney’ 
(p.65) 
RS2.1.3 Distributive 
Justice 
Considering 
issues of 
distributive 
justice 
Direction 1, Action 8: 
‘Develop Skills for 
Equity’: This action 
targets certain 
disadvantaged groups 
(low income earners, 
young and older 
women, migrants, 
refugees and 
Indigenous and 
vulnerable youth) to 
support them with 
certain opportunities 
and education 
‘This action encourages 
organisations, 
especially councils, to 
digitally share and 
amplify initiatives that 
focus on improving 
equity through 
knowledge sharing with 
groups adversely 
affected’ (p.71) 
RS2.1.4 Distributive 
Justice 
Considering 
issues of 
distributive 
justice 
Direction 2, Action 9, 
‘policy and action to 
cool homes and 
streets’: This action 
clearly acknowledges 
that the impacts of heat 
‘extreme heat is our 
biggest risk in terms of 
shocks. It affects all 
communities, with 
those in Western 
Sydney experiencing 
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are disproportionately 
felt in particularly 
regions in Sydney 
the most significant 
impacts’ (p.77)    
RS2.1.5 Distributive 
Justice 
Considering 
issues of 
distributive 
justice 
Direction 4, Action 25, 
‘Mapping 
vulnerabilities at a 
District planning level’: 
This action shows a 
clear awareness that 
not all communities are 
vulnerable to the same 
extent to the same risks 
‘…impacts vary 
depending on the 
diversity of the 
geography, 
communities and 
resources in each 
area… This action will 
address these concerns 
by mapping risks and 
vulnerabilities… in a 
pilot community 
vulnerability 
assessment process’ 
(p.99).  
RS2.1.6 Distributive 
Justice 
Considering 
issues of 
distributive 
justice 
Acknowledges lessons 
can be learned from 
other 100RC member 
cities like New York 
City 
‘New York City created 
an initiative to mitigate 
the urban heat island 
across the city and 
successfully petitioned 
for the expansion of a 
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federal program for low 
income residents to be 
applicable for air 
conditioning purchase, 
installation and energy 
costs’ (p.24).  
RS2.1.7 Distributive 
Justice 
Considering 
issues of 
distributive 
justice 
Acknowledges lessons 
can be learned from 
other 100RC member 
cities like Boston, 
where racial equity was 
underlying the whole 
strategy 
‘Resilience planned 
through the lens of 
racial equity and social 
justice, including access 
to employment and 
community education’ 
(p.24) 
RS2.2.1 Distributive 
Justice 
Inadequate 
consideration 
of distributive 
justice 
Direction 1, Action 3: ‘Collaborate for cross-city 
active transport’. This action intends to address 
transport across the whole city, but they have not 
prioritised certain locations as priorities, like the 
most vulnerable areas. This is despite previously 
acknowledging that the lack of transport options 
and transport diversity was a particularly bad 
issue in Western Sydney that is exacerbating 
social inequity. As the implementation of the 
action begins, if RS sticks to their ‘principles’, 
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particularly the principle of inclusion and equity’, 
then this action could be implemented in a just 
way (p.69). 
RS2.2.2 Distributive 
Justice 
Inadequate 
consideration 
of distributive 
justice 
Direction 1, Action 4 (Support people to work 
closer to home) and Action 5 (Improve access to 
health precincts) also do not highlight that a focus 
could be put on most vulnerable, despite the 
Strategy acknowledging this as an issue (p.70).  
RS2.2.3 Distributive 
Justice 
Inadequate 
consideration 
of distributive 
justice 
Direction 4, Action 23, ‘Get Prepared App’ is an 
app to help communities prepare for natural 
disasters. This could go further to acknowledge 
that not all communities are vulnerable to the 
same risks and could focus on how some 
communities would be disproportionately 
impacted. It also doesn’t acknowledge digital 
literacy concerns, like with older people who are 
the ones most impacted during heat waves (p.97).  
RS2.3.1 Distributive 
Justice 
Mitigation of 
climate 
change 
Direction 2, Action 11, 
‘enable affordable 
access to renewable 
and resilient energy’- is 
contributing the 
mitigation, and it 
Particularly given it is 
‘necessary in the hottest 
areas of our city where 
access to cheaper air 
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focuses on making 
solar accessible and 
affordable to 
vulnerable people.  
conditioning can be 
lifesaving’ (p.79).  
RS2.3.2 Distributive 
Justice 
Mitigation of 
climate 
change 
Direction 2, Action 13 
is also mitigation 
focused, about 
providing standardised 
reporting across the 
metropolitan area to 
measure and report 
carbon emissions 
consistently (p.80).  
‘The opportunities for 
reducing emissions are 
different across the city. 
This process will 
support councils and 
communities to better 
understand how they 
can act, now.’ (p.80) 
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Appendix G: Thematic Analysis of Resilient Melbourne Strategy  
Description as above in Appendix F, all content sourced from (RM, 2016) 
Code Theme Sub-theme Notes Quote 
RM1.1.1 Procedural 
Justice 
Improved 
access to 
decision-
making 
Low community 
participation 
acknowledged 
throughout the 
Strategy document as 
a stress on the city (in 
relation to how each 
action is addressing 
city stresses, although 
it is not in the final list 
of stresses.   
‘Lower rates of 
community 
participation’ (e.g. p.63) 
RM1.1.2 Procedural 
Justice 
Improved 
access to 
decision-
making 
In the four action 
areas identified (adapt, 
survive, thrive and 
embed) they seek to 
include community 
‘keep our communities 
at the centre of 
everything we are trying 
to achieve’ (p.55).  
RM1.1.3 Procedural 
Justice 
Improved 
access to 
The Metropolitan urban forest strategy action 
does not mention if or how it will involve the 
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decision-
making 
community in the decision-making process, or 
how it will use Indigenous knowledge (p.65).  
RM1.1.4 Procedural 
Justice 
Improved 
access to 
decision-
making 
The Integrated water 
management 
framework mentions it 
will actively work 
with community 
groups, aiming to 
involve community 
‘involve community 
groups from the first 
stage of planning water 
management projects, 
allowing them to have 
more of a say in the 
physical form of their 
community and the use 
of water resources’ 
(p.70).  
RM1.1.5 Procedural 
Justice 
Improved 
access to 
decision-
making 
The Emergency 
management 
community resilience 
framework for 
Victoria aims to 
empower 
communities. 
to ‘empower 
communities to take 
active responsibility for 
their own and each 
other’s wellbeing, safety 
and health’ and 
encourage the 
involvement of 
community in the 
creation of this 
framework by running 
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initial findings of the 
resilience assessments 
by the community 
(p.92).  
RM1.1.6 Procedural 
Justice 
Improved 
access to 
decision-
making 
The ‘Building 
preparedness through 
relationships in Koori 
and CALD 
communities’ Action 
aims to focus on these 
communities to 
provide resources and 
translated materials 
around emergency 
preparedness 
‘This strategy 
demonstrated the 
importance of involving 
groups that are often 
marginalised’ (p.107).   
RM1.1.7 Procedural 
Justice 
Improved 
access to 
decision-
making 
The Metropolitan cycling network strategy action 
does not mention if or how it will involve the 
community in the decision-making process 
(p.114).  
RM1.1.8 Procedural 
Justice 
Improved 
access to 
The Community-led 
neighbourhood 
renewal and 
development pilot 
trial ways of ‘putting 
residents at the heart of 
neighbourhood and local 
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decision-
making 
projects Action aims 
to trial new methods. 
The aim is to have 
participating 
community 
influencing and 
shaping their 
neighbourhoods 
through participatory 
planning.  
infrastructure planning 
and operations’ (p.118) 
RM1.1.9 Procedural 
Justice 
Improved 
access to 
decision-
making 
The Citymart 
Challenge Action  
‘crowdsources potential 
solutions for reducing 
transport congestion’, 
with the aim of 
increasing rates of 
community participation 
(p.122). 
RM1.2.1 Procedural 
Justice 
Engaging with 
specific groups  
Indigenous 
Engagement: The 
Strategy 
acknowledges 
Melbourne’s 
Indigenous 
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communities and 
colonial past at the 
start of the Strategy, 
including 
acknowledging the 
impacts of colonialism 
RM1.2.2 Procedural 
Justice 
Engaging with 
specific groups  
Indigenous 
Engagement: No 
specific action  
 
RM1.2.3 Procedural 
Justice 
Engaging with 
specific groups  
Youth Engagement: 
The VicHealth Mental 
Wellbeing Strategy is 
specific to improving 
the mental health of 
young people (p.111). 
‘The report notes the 
importance of educating 
and preparing people in 
this age group to be 
resilient and adaptable 
in a world characterised 
by decreasing job 
security, the fluidity of 
globalisation and 
technology, increasingly 
diverse societies and 
increasing exposure to 
the internet.’ (p.111) 
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RM1.2.4 Procedural 
Justice 
Engaging with 
specific groups  
Youth Engagement: 
The Young and 
Resilient Living Lab  
Lab will ‘develop up to 
five living laboratories 
across metropolitan 
Melbourne’ to ‘bring 
together young people, 
researchers, policy 
makers, employers, 
health practitioners, 
parents and technology 
providers to investigate, 
design, create and test 
innovative technology-
based strategies that 
equip young people to 
tackle personal 
problems’ (p.128).  
RM1.3.1 Procedural 
Justice 
Leadership and 
civic 
participation 
To improve 
engagement in public 
and civic life, the 
Neighbourhood 
Project aims to 
provide training and 
capacity building to 
improve social 
‘transform under-used 
land around Melbourne 
into a network of new 
public spaces’ (p.75) 
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cohesion and public 
health. This project 
works actively with 
citizens and 
communities (p.75).   
RM1.4.1 Procedural 
Justice 
Power 
relations: 
Putting 
community 
before other 
interests 
There is a strong focus 
on building on 
existing institutions to 
develop and 
implement the 
Strategy. The potential 
issue with this is that 
it is the pre-existing 
systems that have led 
to the increasing 
inequality, 
biodiversity decline 
and other shocks and 
stresses, so 
acknowledgement of 
these power structures 
and the impacts of 
them are required 
The Strategy ‘builds on 
existing structures and 
institutions’. (p.146) 
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RM1.4.2 Procedural 
Justice 
Power 
relations: 
Putting 
community 
before other 
interests 
The Community-led 
neighbourhood 
renewal and 
development pilot 
projects Action 
acknowledges the 
difficulty in being 
involved in the 
development of large-
scale developments 
‘Although the rapid pace 
and large scale of 
development across 
Melbourne can act as 
barriers to consultation, 
meaningfully involving 
people in making 
decisions about their 
build and natural 
environment can foster 
stronger community 
identity’ (p.117) 
RM2.1.1 Distributive 
Justice  
Considering 
issues of 
distributive 
justice 
The Strategy 
acknowledged that the 
‘liveability’ rankings 
are not the best 
indicator of a city's 
success. Also 
acknowledge that 
living in Melbourne is 
difficult for those 
living in areas of 
‘entrenched 
disadvantage and 
The Liveability rankings 
‘do not consider factors 
such as housing 
affordability or account 
for inequality across 
Melbourne’ (p.20) 
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those located furthest 
from the central 
business district’ 
(p.20).     
RM2.1.2 Distributive 
Justice  
Considering 
issues of 
distributive 
justice 
Melbourne has 
including mapping of 
vulnerability and 
disadvantage across 
Melbourne, including 
geographic 
disadvantage, car-
dependency correlated 
with petrol prices and 
distribution of obesity, 
correlated with 
economic prosperity 
(p.22- 33):  
‘Outer suburban 
communities have 
poorer access to 
employment, services 
and transport, and are at 
higher risk of becoming 
isolated and 
disconnected’ (p.22). 
RM2.1.3 Distributive 
Justice  
Considering 
issues of 
distributive 
justice 
The Strategy 
highlights the gaps 
between the wages of 
Indigenous and people 
with a disability in 
‘In 2013, average 
weekly disposable 
incomes of Melbourne’s 
Indigenous population 
were $135 less than the 
incomes of non-
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contrast with the 
average (p.21) 
Indigenous Melburnians 
($564 versus $699). 
Alongside this, people 
with a disability are 
likely to have lower 
incomes, due to lower 
workforce participation, 
and are often forced to 
rely more on 
government allowances’ 
(p.21) 
RM2.1.4 Distributive 
Justice  
Considering 
issues of 
distributive 
justice 
Melbourne’s shocks: 
This section provides 
a summary of the past 
shocks facing the city, 
particularly the 2009 
heatwave and Black 
Saturday bushfires 
and the 2010 floods.  
‘Not only do shock 
events harm those most 
vulnerable, they can also 
create their own stress 
consequences’, 
highlighting that 
following shock events, 
stresses in lives become 
increasingly severe 
(p.35-36).  
RM2.1.5 Distributive 
Justice  
Considering 
issues of 
Acknowledges lessons 
can be learned from 
This shows how strong, 
connected communities 
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distributive 
justice 
other natural disasters, 
like the Chicago 
heatwave, where 
individuals in stronger 
communities were 
more likely to survive 
than individuals in 
communities with 
lower levels of social 
cohesion (p.44).   
can reduce harm caused 
by the shock events that 
will inevitably affect 
cities. This is a 
particularly instructive 
example for 
Melburnians as we face 
a future with more 
frequent and intense 
extreme heat events 
because of climate 
change. 
RM2.1.6 Distributive 
Justice  
Considering 
issues of 
distributive 
justice 
Urban heat 
vulnerability mapping 
(p.52) 
‘This map shows 
vulnerability of 
residents to extreme heat 
events. Vulnerability is 
a function of exposure, 
sensitivity of the 
exposed population, and 
capacity to adapt.’ 
(p.52) 
RM2.1.7 Distributive 
Justice  
Considering 
issues of 
The Metropolitan 
urban forest Strategy 
‘While the effects of 
[heatwaves, droughts 
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distributive 
justice 
does acknowledge that 
certain groups are 
disproportionately 
impacted by urban 
heat 
and extreme rainfall will 
be widespread, the 
disproportionally affect 
already vulnerable 
members of our 
communities, including 
older residents, people 
who are unwell, and 
those who are 
financially 
disadvantaged’ (p.63). 
RM2.1.8 Distributive 
Justice  
Considering 
issues of 
distributive 
justice 
The New apartment 
trial for public 
housing residents 
action focuses on 
decreasing social 
equality by focusing 
on the city’s most 
vulnerable but 
trialling a program 
that allows public 
housing residents to 
stay in the city (near 
social networks and 
‘Create and sustain 
buildings, infrastructure 
and activities that 
promote social cohesion, 
equality of opportunity, 
and health’ (p.63) 
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employment) as 
opposed to be priced 
out into the outer 
fringes (p.79).   
RM2.1.9 Distributive 
Justice  
Considering 
issues of 
distributive 
justice 
The innovative 
insurance action 
focuses on low 
income individuals.  
‘will support innovative 
approaches that make 
fit-for-purpose insurance 
affordable to more 
Melburnians’, focusing 
on people living on a 
low income. ‘It is 
important that the assets 
of vulnerable members 
of the community are 
properly insured, to 
prevent people from 
slipping into further 
hardship or financial 
stress’ (p.105).  
RM2.2.1 Distributive 
Justice  
Inadequate 
consideration 
of distributive 
justice 
The introductory ‘Why the Resilient Melbourne 
project’ section does not mention issues of 
equity, justice or vulnerability (p.12). This is 
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contrasted with Sydney where these issues are 
underlying everything.  
RM2.2.2 Distributive 
Justice  
Inadequate 
consideration 
of distributive 
justice 
The Strategy 
acknowledges the 
value of nature, for its 
inherent value, and for 
access to the benefits 
of nature (clean air, 
water, climate, 
recreation). Although, 
it does not 
acknowledge that 
certain communities 
have limited access to 
the benefits (p.50).  
‘These are just some of 
the reasons why people 
are increasingly valuing 
the economic benefits of 
our natural environment, 
in addition to its 
inherent value’ (p.50) 
and ‘… natural 
environment can foster 
stronger community 
identity and make places 
more desirable, in new 
and established areas.’ 
(p.117) and ‘The rate 
and scale of 
development is testing 
our natural environment 
and the benefits it 
provides, such as clean 
air, climate regulation, 
water filtration and 
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recreational 
opportunities.’ (p.30) 
RM2.3.1 Distributive 
Justice  
Mitigation of 
climate change 
The Metropolitan 
urban forest Strategy 
will have mitigation 
benefits (p.61) 
although this is not 
explicitly identified in 
the Strategy.  
‘Greening on a 
metropolitan scale could 
truly transform our city. 
In addition to a range of 
amenity and biodiversity 
benefits, from a 
resilience perspective, a 
greener Melbourne 
means: 1) shadier, 
cooler metropolitan 
areas, 2) lower flood 
risk for people and 
assets 3) less stormwater 
and nutrients entering 
waterways’ 
and Port Phillip Bay. 
(p.65) 
RM2.3.2 Distributive 
Justice  
Mitigation of 
climate change 
The Local 
Government 
Renewables group 
purchasing is a 
‘we must tackle the 
chronic stresses of 
climate change and the 
more frequent and 
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mitigation effort 
(p.83)   
intense shock events it is 
causing’ (p.83) 
 
  
148 
 
Appendix H: Community and Stakeholder Engagement Inputs  
Summary of the individuals and organisations engaged in the engagement process of Resilient 
Sydney (RS, 2018; RS, 2017a; RS, 2017b) and Resilient Melbourne (RM, 2016; City of 
Melbourne, 2015) based on the Phase 1 and Phase 2.  
Resilient Sydney Community and Stakeholder Engagement 
Phase 1 Phase 2 
150-person stakeholder 
workshop 
91 technical experts and influencers in working groups 
381 community surveys 74 stakeholders at workshops 
121 stakeholder surveys 223 community members randomly selected across 
metropolitan Sydney 
100 stakeholder interviews 13 members of steering committee 
13 members of steering 
committee 
 
Resilient Melbourne Community and Stakeholder Engagement 
Phase 1 Phase 2 
7 members of steering 
committee 
230 organisations (local government led) 
Unknown regional meetings 1000+ individuals (local government led) 
27+ stakeholder roundtables 32 councils 
Unknown targeted interviews xx members of steering committee 
 
